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Abstract - This paper identifies a useful technology tool that aids in the teaching of pricing
strategies and allows students to experience the interactive effects of decisions involving
pricing, production levels, and promotional spend. This innovative technology tool can be
easily implemented either online or in the classroom. Concepts related to pricing strategy do
not typically evoke enthusiasm from students, and in many cases, both students and
professors would welcome an engaging, innovative way to teach the key concepts of pricing
strategy. In the past, attempts to convey pricing concepts through experiential learning have
involved large-scale simulations that extend throughout the length of a course. However,
many professors are beginning to question the pedagogical merits of these large-scale
simulations and are finding that with the semester-long simulations, lessons related to
specific areas of marketing, such as pricing, are often lost in the face of what students
perceive as more glamorous decisions. Microsimulations are short, computer-based,
dynamic games that can be played in one or two class sessions. The authors discuss the use
of a specific pricing microsimulation that engages students in learning, improves student
satisfaction with learning, develops greater understanding of content, and fosters retention of
lessons learned.

Keywords – business simulation, business game, innovative pedagogy, marketing education,
microsimulation, marketing simulation, pricing simulation, teaching pricing

Relevance to Marketing Educators, Researchers and/or Practitioners – the microsimulation
described in this article allows marketing educators to teach pricing concepts in a fun and
innovative way that fosters student understanding and retention.
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Introduction
Many studies have shown that business executives perceive that business school programs
are not teaching the behavioral and critical thinking skills needed for successful business
innovation and management (Barr and McNeilly, 2002; Bennis and O’Toole, 2005; Chapman
and Sorge, 1999; Datar et al., 2010; Ghoshal, 2005; Maiden and Kerr, 2006; Mintzberg,
2004; Pfeffer and Fong, 2002; Rousseau, 2012). Communication skills, interpersonal skills,
problem-solving skills and decision-making skills have consistently been stressed as being
even more important for graduates than the technical understanding of business processes,
and as an important addition to theoretical knowledge (DETYA, 2000; Gosling and
Mintzberg, 2006; Hogg, 2004; Maes et al., 1997; Abraham and Karns, 2009; Rousseau,
2012).
Perhaps most important among business skills sought is “the ability to analyze and
synthesize information” (Atkins, 1999: 269). Business schools need to give students a more
“empirically-grounded competency profile” (Jackson, 2009: 220), with competencies that are
flexible and adaptable to changing business situations (Bell et al., 2008). Greiner et al.
(2003) note that marketing graduates require “knowledge-in-action”, the ability to make
spontaneous decisions based on the environment, and that developing this skill requires “a
healthy dose of learning-by-doing” (Greiner et al., 2003: 402). Organizations such as the
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) consistently encourage
faculty to actively engage students in the learning process.

Engaging a New Generation of Students
Professors in the twenty-first century are facing the challenge of adapting their teaching
styles to best reach a generation focused on virtual entertainment, communication, research,
and learning. Frequently, there is an unfortunate disconnect between current teaching
methods and “the technology-rich V-gen learning world” (Prosperio and Gioia, 2007: 70).
This virtual generation, also dubbed “NetGen”, requires teaching pedagogies and methods
adapted to best take advantage of this new generation’s different learning styles and
capabilities (Drea et al., 2005; Ganesh and Sun, 2009; Matulich et al., 2008; Sullivan,
Colburn and Fox, 2013). Whereas some have called the current youth culture passive,
Prosperio and Gioia (2007) argue that students today are not passive, they just expect to
interact and participate, so they are unlikely to feel involved or satisfied in a traditional
lecture class (see also Alavi et al., 1997; Li et al., 2007). They tend to prefer experienceoriented and active learning methods (Drea et al., 2005; Ganesh and Sun, 2008). To keep this
generation engaged, educators must add more interactivity into the teaching environment.
“Students now expect rich, interactive, and even playful learning environments.” (Prosperio
and Gioia, 2007: 73; see also Bell et al., 2008; Chou and Liu, 2013) To reach this new
generation, instructors need to move further from the “sage on the stage” model, and toward
greater use of the “guide on the side” coaching model of teaching (King, 1993: 30; see also
Ganesh and Sun, 2008; Kerr and Avila, 2013; Li et al., 2007; Prosperio and Gioia, 2007).
Studies have shown that increased levels of involvement not only improve students’
evaluation of courses, but also lead to higher order learning (Chapman and Sorge, 1999;
Nelson and Bianco, 2013; Randel et al, 1992; Seaton and Boyd, 2008; Shellman and Turan,
2013; Wolfe and Luethge, 2003). While lectures and textbook reading provide knowledge at
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the lower levels of Bloom’s taxonomy, activities and assignments that involve the students
lead to higher level learning outcomes (Cook and Swift, 2006).

Business Games and Simulations
Business games and simulations are active learning methods that involve students and give
them the sense that they have had relevant business experiences without taking actual risk
(Adobor and Daneshfar, 2006; Curland and Fawcett, 2001; Kerr and Avila, 2013). Playing
business games gives students the opportunity not only to make decisions, but also to
evaluate the results of those decisions and react with new decisions. Players are required to
make repeated decisions under time constraints, in conditions of uncertainty, and in
competition with other players (Wolfe and Luethge, 2003). Students participating in
business games learn to consider the interactive effects of variables and the impact of change
over time (Anderson, 2005; Cook and Swift, 2006). “The entire dynamic of a classroom
changes when the student is given immediate feedback.” (Seaton and Boyd, 2008: 113)
These experiential learning approaches lead to active participation and increased
engagement of students, resulting in greater understanding (Adobor and Daneshfar, 2006;
Drea et al., 2005; Stegemann and Sutton-Brody, 2013). Students exposed to business games
and simulations have consistently stated that they learned more through this method than
they would have in traditional lecture courses and that they are better prepared to make
decisions in a business environment (Chapman and Sorge, 1999; Li and Greenberg, 2009).
Business games increase students’ dynamic, recursive, and generative learning (Feinstein et
al., 2002; Li and Greenberg, 2009; Zantow et al., 2005) and enhance critical and strategic
thinking skills (Adobor and Daneshfar, 2006). Studies examining various types of teaching
techniques have shown business games and simulations to be the method leading to the
greatest learning (Jennings, 2002; Li et al., 2007; Moratis et al., 2006; Teach and Govahi,
1993). Business games have also proven to be most effective at teaching skills that
traditional lectures are weakest at teaching (Trapp et al., 1995; Murray, 2013), to help make
course material more meaningful for students (Cook and Swift, 2006; Zantow et al., 2005),
and to lead to longer retention of learned information (Drea et al., 2005).
The competition in most business games also offers the opportunity for students to
develop teamwork and interpersonal skills (Faria and Wellington, 2004). In addition,
business games and simulations are a very welcome form of learning for today’s generation
of marketing students. The majority of marketing majors have been found to have an
“accommodator” learning style which favors active, experiential learning (Kolb, 1985; Loo,
2002). Assessments of game usage have shown consistently high levels of enthusiasm,
commitment and involvement by students exposed to these games, with students rating
simulations as the most interesting part of those courses where they are offered (Chapman
and Sorge, 1999; Drea et al., 2005; Fawcett and Lockwood, 2000; Feinstein et al., 2002; Kerr
and Avila, 2013; Mitchell, 2004). Simulations are also popular with the professors who use
them. According to a study of 15,000 professors conducted by Faria and Wellington (2004),
96% of professors who have used business games in class say they will do so again (p. 196).

Microsimulations
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Given the many benefits of using simulations in the classroom, one might expect wide usage.
Faria and Wellington (2004) found that 35% of professors who did not use business games
cited the lengthy preparation time required (see also Seaton and Boyd, 2008). Those who did
use simulations said they spent nearly 30% of class time on the game (Faria and Wellington,
2004). Using almost a third of class time to focus on one mode of pedagogy has distinct
disadvantages. Numerous studies have shown that students learn more effectively and
develop a broader set of skills if a variety of teaching methods are used (Jennings, 2002;
Lengnick-Hall and Sanders, 1997; Trapp et al., 1995). Each method teaches different skills
and appeals to different learning styles (Drea et al., 2005; Teach and Govahi, 1993).
“Individual differences among students as raw materials must be met by equally diverse
learning process options if consistent, high quality outcomes are to result” (Lengnick-Hall
and Sanders, 1997: 1335-6). Since students are co-producers in the learning process,
pedagogical variety should be sufficient to accommodate a wide variety of student inputs
(Barr and Tagg, 1995; Lengnick-Hall and Sanders, 1997). Given the time required for
semester-long simulations, educators are hard-pressed to include the variety of teaching
methods that appear to work best with the Net generation.
Numerous authors have suggested that some simulations are too complex, leading to
confusion, frustration, and role overload by students (Frazer, 1985; Hall and Cox, 1994;
Teach and Murff, 2008). Bell et al. (2008) caution educators that “more or richer
information does not necessarily facilitate better learning. The key is selecting a mode of
information presentation that will optimize learners’ ability to understand and make sense of
the material.” (Bell et al., 2008: 1420) Researchers have noted that for business simulations
to be effective, they need to be complex enough to reflect reality, but not so complex that it is
difficult to see links between variables or to understand the relationship of the results to the
decisions (Feinstein and Cannon, 2002; Thompson et al., 1997). In a study of business
simulations conducted by Adobor and Daneshfar (2006), ease of use was shown to be
directly and positively related to problem-solving learning. In addition, Lengnick-Hall and
Sanders (1997) stress that to be effective and motivating, learning activities need to have
“clear, challenging, but achievable, measured goals” (p. 1340). Teach and Murff (2008)
bemoan the fact that business simulations have evolved into very large and complex
undertakings. They recommend that professors move back to smaller, limited-purpose
microsimulations for teaching relevant business skills and concepts (Teach and Murff, 2008).
Microsimulations are short, focused business simulations that provide one or two
simple lessons and that can be played over one or two class sessions (Burns and Sherrell,
1982; Frazer, 1985; Teach and Murff, 2008). These microsimulations provide student
learning benefits that are distinct from semester-long, complex simulations in that they allow
students to actively participate in focused decision making without undue distraction and thus
to more easily grasp the effects that specific decisions have on game results. Teach and
Murff (2008: 206) quote Springer et al. (1965: 178): “The power of a model in solving a
problem comes precisely from its not corresponding to reality except in those details
pertinent to the problem at hand.”
They maintain that a significant benefit of
microsimulations lies in the fact that they represent the real world through the abstraction and
simplification of reality, and that this makes it possible for students to focus on a specific
problem (Teach and Murff, 2008).
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Barriers to Effectively Teaching Pricing Concepts
Whereas educators and business executives agree that it is crucial for all business students,
including marketing students, to have a solid grasp of accounting and financial issues
(Curland and Fawcett, 2001; Marshall and Pearson, 2007), many studies have shown that
business students, especially marketing students, generally have difficulty using numbers to
make decisions and evaluate results (Abernethy and Gray, 2000; Curland and Fawcett, 2001).
In fact, a surprisingly large number of marketing students actually have a fear of numbers
(Curland and Fawcett, 2001). Classroom or online simulations can aid students in
developing greater comfort working with numbers in a non-threatening environment, and can
help teach them how to use numbers to make decisions and to interpret and evaluate
feedback (Curland and Fawcett, 2001).
In addition, students and professors often find the topic of pricing boring and difficult
to teach, so it doesn’t receive the attention that it deserves in marketing courses (Haytko,
2006; Maxwell, 1998). Maxwell (1998) tells us that many marketing educators see pricing as
the “most serious curriculum gap” (p. 338). Ferrell and Gonzalez (2004) argue that it is
important for marketing educators to develop classroom exercises that will make pricing
interesting and relevant to students (see also Heath et al., 2013). Marshall and Pearson
(2007) state that since pricing requires constant adjustments to changing market conditions,
in order to properly learn pricing students should have a “hands-on” experience making
pricing decisions. Curland and Fawcett (2001) and Haytko (2006) found that using a business
game in class to teach pricing substantially reduced students’ apprehension in dealing with
accounting information and had a positive effect on students’ interest in pricing topics.

Price Production Promotion Strategy Microsimulation
One example of a microsimulation being used to effectively teach specific concepts and
strategies is a series of pricing games that have been tested by these authors in a variety of
marketing classes. This microsimulation focuses students’ attention on specific decisions
related to pricing, production, and promotion, and the interplay among these decisions. The
first game in this microsimulation requires students to make pricing decisions within a
particular customer and competitive environment. Once students have a feel for how the
sales response function is related to their pricing decisions and their competitors’ pricing
decisions, the second game then asks students to also consider how their sales forecasts, and
the resultant over or under-production of product, will affect their bottom line. Once students
have become comfortable with both pricing and production decisions within this specific
environment, the third game can be introduced, asking students to also make decisions
regarding promotional spend and to consider the costs and potential market-building benefits
of this spend.
Although many of these concepts are quite difficult to convey using traditional
pedagogical means, this microsimulation is set up in such a way that students receive
immediate feedback on the results from their decisions and hence very quickly learn the
consequences of decisions in that particular marketplace. The microsimulation is designed
Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts
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so that professors may decide how quickly they move students through these different
decisions, and how and when to introduce each new variable.
The microsimulation described in this article includes three individual games and
revolves around a “dynamic case” (Ganesh and Sun, 2009) that has been adapted, with
permission, from a series of business simulations written as single-class exercises by Frazer
(1986). This particular three-game microsimulation is from a series of games called Frazer
Business Simulations (Frazer and Winsted, 2013), and is available from Winsted Publishing
(winstedpublishing.com). The three individual games that are part of the microsimulation
discussed here are: Pricing Strategy; Price Production Strategy; and Price Production
Promotion Strategy.
This three-game microsimulation is extremely easy to set up and run, and is flexible
enough to make it appropriate for many different levels of students, and many different levels
of classroom technology availability. The microsimulation uses a Web-based platform, so
that students can enter their decisions interactively in a computer classroom or using their
own laptops or tablets (or even smart phones). Alternatively, instructors may ask for paperand-pencil decisions from teams, and they may manually enter the team decisions into one
centralized, professor-controlled computer.
To prepare for the first game in the microsimulation, students read a student manual
and a short case (see Appendix 1) describing a business they “own” that makes care packages
to send to students taking exams. Students are given information about fixed costs, variable
costs per unit, current price, and a demand function for the product. The demand function is a
formula explaining the relationship between a company’s choice of price for a given year of
play, the average price that all competing companies are charging in that year of play
(determined by inputs from all competing teams), and the resultant unit sales they will
achieve. Built into the demand function is a brand loyalty factor stipulating that 30% of
consumers will buy the same brand they bought the previous year and 70% will buy based on
relative price. This short case presents an excellent opportunity for the professor to review
the importance of cost information and how that information relates to pricing and profits,
the role of price in building sales and market share, issues surrounding brand loyalty, and
how competitive and demand situations might vary by industry.
After reading the case, and strategizing approaches, each student team is asked to
make an initial pricing decision for the first “year” of the game. Often, it is helpful for the
professor to point out that it can be critical to the team’s success to plan a strategy for the
entire game, rather than just the first decision. Therefore, it is reasonable to allow 20 to 25
minutes for this first decision. After all teams have made their initial decision and these
decisions have been input, the program generates feedback about the prices chosen by each
team and each team’s resultant sales, market share, and profit. If an interactive version of the
game is used, these results are displayed on all computer screens. If the professor has chosen
the paper-and-pencil alternative, a results table can be projected or printed (see Appendix 2
for sample feedback). Students then review the feedback with their teammates, and, based
on the results of the first year, strategize a price decision for the next year. After the first
couple of decisions, play tends to move quickly, with decisions coming in almost
immediately after feedback is provided. This first game in the microsimulation typically runs
for nine decision years and requires 1 to 1 ½ hours of class time to play and discuss.
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Depending on the course and classroom situation, the professor may then choose to
have students play the second game, adding a production decision to the pricing decision.
This second game in the microsimulation adds information about the costs of maintaining
inventory, and requires student teams to decide how many care packages to produce each
year, in addition to the price that they will charge. This new production consideration
provides the professor with opportunities to discuss cost of inventory vs. opportunity cost of
a lost sale, stockouts, and the importance of coordination between marketing and production
within an organization.
The third game in the microsimulation allows the professor to add a promotion
budget decision to the pricing and production decisions. This leads to classroom discussions
about the role of promotional efforts and their effects on the bottom line, on sales, on pricing
decisions, and on long-term market share. For low levels of advertising, sales are doubled,
with sales increasing significantly as advertising spend increases.
In addition to its ability to run using desktop computers in a wired classroom, on
individual laptops or tablets in a wireless environment, or on a central, professor-controlled
computer, the microsimulation can also be administered in an asynchronous distance learning
environment with students submitting decisions on their individual devices from any
location.
Whichever format is chosen, instructor setup for the games is extremely easy. The
professor inputs three choices to the software: (1) which decisions students will be asked to
make (just price, price and production levels, or price, production level, and promotion
spend), (2) the number of teams that will be playing, and (3) how many decision years will
be played (this depends largely on how much class time will be available – each game is
designed to be played in a single 1 to 1 ½ hour class session and a software-generated default
number of years is suggested to meet this time frame). The professor hits “Begin Play” and
students can then enter their decisions. Since sales and profit are, in part, dependent on each
team’s position relative to other teams, with average price each period being a key
component of the demand formula, each game is somewhat different from those that have
been played in previous classes or semesters.

Using Pricing Microsimulations in the Marketing Curriculum
Each of the three games in this microsimulation can be used singly or together in sequence.
As explained, the first game involves only a pricing decision, the second game adds a
production decision, and the third game adds a promotion decision. Separate written cases
and Excel decision sheets are provided for each game, and related homework assignments are
also provided as optional supplemental material. A users’ manual is sold through the
bookstore directly to students. Each manual has the printed cases for each game and the
access code that allows students to access the Excel sheets, the homework assignments (if
selected by the instructor), and the game programs for entering decisions and viewing results.
Each game is designed to be run independently in a single class session of approximately 1 ½
hours. However, the program allows significant flexibility and all three parts could be run
together back-to-back in a three-hour class session, or single games could be extended to cut
across two shorter class sessions (or any other variation preferred by a professor).
Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts
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The authors have successfully used variations of this microsimulation in a freshman
Introduction to Business course (using each of the three games in three consecutive class
sessions), an undergraduate Principles of Marketing course (using just the first and third
games in two consecutive class sessions to teach pricing strategy), an MBA Marketing
Concepts course (one class session devoted to playing just the third game with all three
variables), and an Executive MBA online marketing module (all three variables used as an
online game with asynchronous decisions). The microsimulation has also been used in
liberal arts undergraduate programs to successfully teach students about leadership and
decision making.
The first game, with just the pricing decisions, can be used to supplement the pricing
chapter of a basic marketing course or an introduction to business course, or it could be used
as a foundation for introducing pricing concepts in a more advanced course on pricing, or a
microeconomics course. The second game, with the added production decision, could be
played by itself in one class session of an operations management course or a graduate
marketing course, or could be played after the first game in an introduction to business or
basic marketing course. The third game, with the added promotion decision, can be used as
the final game in the three-game sequence of this microsimulation, implemented in a series
of classes for an undergraduate course, or it could be played by itself in one session of a
graduate level marketing class.

Outcomes
Teams that are well-prepared and that have projected long-term sales and profits based on
different competitive scenarios and strategies typically do very well in the games. Teams
that are focused only on short term profits do not fare as well. In general, all student teams
are extremely engaged in the decision-making, and, by the end of the microsimulation,
understand what they did right or wrong as well as why the winning team won the game.
This is a very important learning outcome of microsimulations that is not always achieved in
the semester-long, complex simulations that are currently popular in marketing education.
For example, in the initial part of the game, where only price is decided, two major factors
regarding pricing strategy are involved. One of these is the importance of the price being
charged for a product in comparison to the price being charged by competitors. Another is
the importance of having a leadership position in market share and building a customer
franchise.
Whereas in reality the relationship of sales to price is often quite complicated, the
simple relationship used in this microsimulation is sufficient to make the point that one must
often be sensitive to the prices being charged by competitors. In addition to sales being a
function of the price chosen by a team and its competitors, sales are also dependent upon
sales achieved in past years. This means that a price charged in any year has at least some
effect on sales in all subsequent years. Hence, as students strategize for their initial decision
in the first game of this microsimulation, it becomes obvious to most participants that a basic
choice lies between: (1) charging low prices and getting low profits (or losses) initially but
with a sales base for future use, and (2) charging high prices and earning high profits but
losing future sales. It has been the experience of these authors that this hands-on encounter
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with the concepts of market penetration and market skimming is very illuminating for
students, and not soon forgotten.
In the second game of the microsimulation when production decisions are added,
students learn the importance of accurate sales forecasts, as well as the devastating
consequences of both under- and over-estimating future sales. In addition, pricing strategies
learned in the first game can be practiced and reinforced (if using the games in sequence).
In the third game of the microsimulation, students learn the value of a well-spent
marketing budget, with increased promotional spend dramatically increasing sales and
market share. This game also reinforces the production lessons, since it is especially critical
to forecast sales well and make enough product to guarantee availability when spending large
sums on advertising.
In all three games, students are highly engaged in the play and sufficiently motivated
to “win” that they put forth great effort to make sense of the marketplace dynamics that they
are experiencing. In the authors’ experiences, this provides a multitude of “teachable
moments”. Students who have experienced this microsimulation self-report high levels of
content mastery and retention of the lessons learned. In addition, students report very high
satisfaction with, and enthusiasm for, the microsimulation (see Appendix 3 for sample
evaluations). Perhaps most importantly, students have a great time while they are learning.
And, in addition to having fun and learning about pricing, students are also learning about
decision making, leadership, negotiation, and teamwork, while at the same time building
community with classmates.
It has also been the authors’ experience that, when the lessons learned from the
microsimulations are assessed through traditional means such as examinations, the vast
majority of students who have experienced this microsimulation demonstrate an
understanding of the material covered. As noted earlier, a number of authors have beseeched
educators to eschew large-scale, semester-long simulations and consider smaller, limitedpurpose microsimulations which allow students to focus on a specific problem with clear,
challenging and measured goals (Burns and Sherrell, 1982; Lengnick-Hall and Sanders,
1997; Frazer, 1985; Teach and Murff, 2008;). The technology tool described in this paper is
an excellent example of the many pedagogical benefits of microsimulations.

Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Atlantic Marketing Journal | 32

References
Abernethy, A and Gray, JI (2000) Integrating marketing and financial decision making:
experiential spreadsheet applications. Marketing Education Review 10 (1): 35-45.
Adobor, H and Daneshfar, A (2006) Management simulations:
effectiveness. Journal of Management Development 25 (2): 151-168.

Determining their

Abraham, SE and Karns, LA (2009) Do business schools value the competencies that
businesses value? Journal of Education for Business July/August: 350-356.
Alavi, M, Yoo, Y and Vogel, DR (1997) Using information technology to add value to
management education. Academy of Management Journal 40 (6): 1310-1333.
Anderson, JR (2005) The relationship between student perceptions of team dynamics and
simulation game outcomes: An individual-level analysis. Journal of Education for Business
81 (2): 85-90.
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) International (2010)
Eligibility Procedures and Accreditation Standards for Business Accreditation. St. Louis,
MO.
Association of American Colleges and Universities (AACU) (2003) Greater Expectations: A
New Vision for Learning as a Nation Goes to College, Washington, DC.
Atkins, MJ (1999) Oven-ready and self-basting:
Teaching in Higher Education 4 (2): 267-279.

taking stock of employability skills.

Barr, RB and Tagg, J (1995) From teaching to learning: A new paradigm for undergraduate
education. Change 27 (Nov-Dec): 12-25.
Barr, TF and McNeilly, KM (2002) The value of students’ classroom experiences from the
eyes of the recruiter: Information, implications, and recommendations for marketing
educators. Journal of Marketing Education 24 (2): 168-173.
Bell, BS, Kanar, AM and Kozlowski, SWJ (2008) Current issues and future directions in
simulation-based training in North America. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management 19 (8): 1416-1434.
Bennis, WG and O’Toole, J (2005) How business schools lost their way. Harvard Business
Review May: 96-104.
Burns, AC and Sherrell, DI (1982) A microcomputer simulation for teaching retail location
strategy. Developments in Business Simulations and Experiential Exercises 9: 269-272.
Chapman, KJ and Sorge, CL (1999) Can a simulation help achieve course objectives? An
exploratory study investigating differences among instructional tools. Journal of Education
for Business Mar/Apr: 225-230.

33 | Atlantic Marketing Journal

Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Chou, C-H and Liu, H-C (2013) The effectiveness of Web-based foreign exchange trading
simulation in an international finance course. Journal of Teaching in International Business
24 (1): 4-10.
Cook, RW and Swift, CO (2006) The pedagogical efficacy of a sales management
simulation. Marketing Education Review 16 (3): 37-46.
Curland, SR and Fawcett, SL (2001) Using simulation and gaming to develop financial skills
in undergraduates. International Journal of Contemporary Hospital Management 13 (3):
116-119.
Datar, SM, Garvin, DA and Cullen G (2010) Rethinking the MBA: Business education at a
crossroads. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Press.
DETYA (2000) Employer Satisfaction with Graduate Skills. Research Report for Department
of Education, Training and Youth Affairs. Canberra, Australia.
Drea, JT, Tripp, C and Stuenkel, K (2005) An assessment of the effectiveness of in-class
games on marketing students’ perceptions and learning outcomes. Marketing Education
Review 15 (1): 25-33.
Dodds, WB (1997) The marketing mix as a total product: Understanding the pedagogical
relevance of product and price. 1997 Western Marketing Educators’ Association Conference
Proceedings: 64-67.
Faria, AJ and Wellington, WJ (2004) A survey of simulation game users, former-users, and
never-users. Simulation and Gaming 35 (2): 178-207.
Fawcett, SL and Lockwood, AJ (2000) Improving the learning environment in hospitality
management development and education. The Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research,
The Surrey Yearly Review 2 (3): 262-276.
Feinstein, AH, Mann, S and Corsun, DL (2002) Charting the experiential territory:
Clarifying definitions and uses of computer simulation, games, and role play. The Journal of
Management Development 21 (9/10): 732-744.
Feinstein, AH and Cannon, HM (2002) Constructs of simulation evaluation. Simulation and
Gaming 33 (4): 425-440.
Ferrell, L and Gonzalez, G (2004) Beliefs and expectations of principles of marketing
students. Journal of Marketing Education 26 (2): 116-123.
Frazer, JR (1985) Advantages of a multigame simulation course. Developments in Business
Simulations and Experiential Exercises 12: 177-179.
Frazer, JR (1986) Frazer Management Simulation Games. Hannawa Falls, NY: Arbogast
Publishing.
Frazer, JR and Winsted, K (2013) Frazer Business Simulations. Yorktown Heights NY:
Winsted Publishing.
Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Atlantic Marketing Journal | 34

Ganesh, G and Sun, Q (2009) Using simulations in the undergraduate marketing capstone
case course. Marketing Education Review 19 (1): 7-16
Ghoshal, S (2005) Bad management theories are destroying good management practices.
Academy of Management Learning and Education 4, 75-91.
Gosling, J and Mintzberg, H (2006) Management education as if both matter. Management
Learning 37 (4): 419-428.
Greiner, LE, Bhambri, A and Cummings, TG (2003) Searching for a strategy to teach
strategy. Academy of Management Learning and Education 2 (4): 402-420.
Hall, JSB and Cox, BM (1994) Complexity, is it really that simple? Developments in
Business Simulations and Experiential Exercises 21: 30-34.
Haytko, DL (2006) The Price is Right: An experiential pricing concepts game. Marketing
Education Review 16 (2): 1-4.
Heath, WC, Underwood, JH and Watson, JK (2013) Teaching management economics:
Spreadsheet exercises integrate economics with the business curriculum Advances in
Management and Applied Economics 3 (4): 249-256.
Hogg, RV (2004) The changing education needs of the professions. BHERT News 20 (2): 14.
Kerr, DA and Avila, SM (2013) Personal Lines Risk Management and Insurance Simulation
Game Risk Management and insurance Review 16 (1): 123-146.
King, A (1993) From sage on the stage to guide on the side. College Teaching 4: 30-35.
Kolb, DA (1985) Learning Style Inventory, Technical Manual. Boston: Hay Group, Hay
Resources Direct.
Jackson, D (2009) Undergraduate management education: Its place, purpose, and efforts to
bridge the skills gap. Journal of Management and Organization 15 (2): 206-223.
Jennings, D (2002) Strategic management: An evaluation of the use of three learning
methods. Journal of Management Development 21 (9/10): 655-665.
Lengnick-Hall, CA and Sanders, MM (1997) Designing effective learning systems for
management education: Student roles, requisite variety, and practicing what we teach.
Academy of Management Journal 40 (6): 1334-1368.
Li, T, Greenberg, BA and Nicholls, JAF (2007) Teaching experiential learning: Adoption of
an innovative course in an MBA marketing curriculum. Journal of Marketing Education 29
(1): 25-33.
Li, T and Greenberg, BA (2009) Examination of a discontinuous innovation adoption in an
MBA marketing curriculum: A partnership perspective. Review of Business 29 (2): 51-61.

35 | Atlantic Marketing Journal

Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Loo, R (2002) The distribution of learning styles and types for hard and soft majors.
Education Psychology 22 (3): 349-360.
Maes, JD, Weldy, TG and Icenogle, ML (1997) A managerial perspective: Oral
communication competency is most important for business students in the workplace. The
Journal of Business Communication 34 (1): 67-81.
Maiden, S and Kerr, J (2006) Graduates lacking job skills. The Australian March 13.
Marshall, KP and Pearson, MM (2007) A spreadsheet pricing model approach to teaching
practical pricing concepts in the marketing classroom. Marketing Education Review 17 (1):
87-93.
Matulich, E, Papp, R and Haytko, DL (2008) Continuous improvement through teaching
innovations: A requirement for today’s learners. Marketing Education Review 18 (Spring):
1-7.
Maxwell, S (1998) Pricing education in the United States of America: Responding to the
needs of business. The Journal of Product and Brand Management 7 (4): 336-340.
Mintzberg, H (2004) Managers not MBAs: A Hard Look at the Soft Practice of Managing
and Management Development. London: Prentice-Hall.
Mitchell, RC (2004) Combining cases and computer simulations in strategic management
courses. Journal of Education for Business 79: 198-204.
Moratis, L, Hoff, J and Reul, B (2006) A dual challenge facing management education:
Simulation-based learning and learning about CSR. The Journal of Management
Development 25 (3/4): 213-231.
Murray, S (2013) Online tools can boost chance of employment. Financial Times July 17: 3.
Nelson, D and Bianco, C (2013) Increasing student responsibility and active learning in an
undergraduate capstone finance course. American Journal of Business Education 6 (3): 267277.
Pfeffer, J and Fong, CT (2002) The end of business schools? Less success than meets the
eye. Academy of Management Learning and Education 1, 78-95.
Prosperio, L and Gioia, DA (2007) Teaching the virtual generation. Academy of Management
Learning and Education 6 (1): 69-80.
Randel, JM, Morris, BA,, Wetzel, CD and Whitehill, BV (1992) The effectiveness of games
for educational purposes: a review of recent research. Simulation and Games 23 (3): 221276.
Rousseau, DM (2012) Designing a better business school. Journal of Management Studies
49 (3): 600-618.
Seaton, LJ and Boyd, M (2008) The effective use of simulations in business courses.
Academy of Educational Leadership Journal 12 (1): 107-129.
Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Atlantic Marketing Journal | 36

Shellman, SM and Turan, K (2013) Do simulations enhance learning? Journal of Political
Science Education 2(1): 19-32.
Sullivan, D, Colburn, M and Fox, D (2013) The influence of learning styles on student
perception and satisfaction in a highly collaborative team taught course. American Journal
of Business Education 6 (4): 429-438.
Stegemann, N and Sutton-Brady, C (2013) Enhancing learning outcomes through
application driven activities in marketing. American Journal of Business Education 6 (1): 15.
Teach, R and Govahi, G (1993) The role of classroom techniques in teaching management
skills. Simulation and Gaming 24 (4): 429-445.
Teach, R and Murff, ERT (2008) Are the business simulations we play too complex?
Developments in Business Simulation and Experiential Learning 35: 205-211.
Thompson, TA, Purdy, JM and Fandt, PM (1997) Building a strong foundation: Using a
computer simulation in an introductory management course. Journal of Management
Education 21 (3): 418-434.
Trapp, JN, Koontz, SA, Peel, DS and Ward, CE (1995) Evaluating the effectiveness of role
playing simulation and other methods of teaching managerial skills. Developments in
Business Simulation and Experiential Exercises 22: 116-123.
Wolfe, J and Luethge, DJ (2003) The impact of involvement on performance in business
simulations: An examination of Goosen’s ‘know little’ decision-making thesis. Journal of
Education for Business Nov/Dec: 69-74.
Zantow, K, Knowlton, DS and Sharp, DC (2005) More than fun and games: Reconsidering
the virtues of strategic management simulations. Academy of Management Learning and
Education 4 (4): 451-458.

37 | Atlantic Marketing Journal

Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Author Information
Kathryn F. Winsted has published articles in scholarly journals including the Journal of
Retailing, the Journal of Services Marketing, European Journal of Marketing, the Journal of
Marketing Theory and Practice, Marketing Education Review, the International Journal of
Service Industry Management, and the Journal of Transnational Management Development,
as well as in numerous proceedings and trade publications. Her main research areas of
interest are services marketing, international marketing, nontraditional advertising, and
teaching pedagogies.
Judy F. Graham possesses significant business experience and is author of the popular
casebook, Critical Thinking in Consumer Behavior: Cases and Experiential Exercises, 2nd
Ed. (2010, Pearson Prentice Hall). Her research appears in the Journal of Marketing Theory
and Practice, Psychology and Marketing, and the Journal of Social Behavior and
Personality, as well as other scholarly journals. She has been a Visiting Professor of
Consumer Behavior globally, including twice at CEIBS’ MBA program in Shanghai.

Using Technology to Teach Pricing Concepts

Atlantic Marketing Journal | 38

Appendices
APPENDIX 1
PRICING STRATEGY*
SETTING
Care Packages for Examination Rituals, Inc. (known as CAPER) is one of several companies
selling packages that are designed to bring students some solace and sustenance during exam
weeks. The packages are made up ahead of time and all sales are made from supplies on
hand.
CAPER has been charging $20 for each package and has been selling 3000 packages each
year. Analysis of costs shows that CAPER has $20,000 in fixed cost each year and a variable
cost of $8 per package. From these figures, we can calculate the profits for CAPER when
they charge $20 and sell 3000 packages.
The calculations are:
Income = Price x Sales
$60,000

Income = 20 x 3000 =

Product Cost = Fixed Cost + (Variable Cost x Sales)
$44,000

Cost = 20,000+ (8 x 3000) =

Profit = Income – Product Cost
$16,000

Profit = 60,000-44,000

=

CAPER has recently been faced with some competition on campus by companies preparing
very similar packages. The company recently conducted a research study of their operations
to determine the effect of price on the potential sales of CARE packages. The study showed
that potential sales are affected both by the price charged relative to the average price
charged by all companies, and by the sales that the company had in the previous year. As
long as the price is not changed by more than 50% of the previous year’s price, then 30% of
the previous year’s customers will want to buy again (brand loyalty). The other 70% will
buy if the price is right. Sales from this 70% of customers have been found to be determined
by the formula: 40,000 x (Average Price of all Firms ÷ Firm’s Price2). Thus, the potential
sales for each firm in a year will be:
Potential Sales = (.3 x Previous Year Sales) + (40,000 x (Average Price ÷ Firm’s Price2))
THE GAME
Play of the game will last for nine years (unless otherwise specified by the instructor), with
the winner being the firm with the highest cumulative profit at the end of the game. For the
first year, each firm will be assumed to have had a price of $20 and sales of 3000 packages
the previous year. Price changes of more than 50% will not be permitted in any year (so the
first year price must be between $10 and $30.
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Each year, each firm will submit a price decision. After each year, each firm will be
informed of the price, sales, profits and cumulative profits of all firms. In each year, a firm’s
sales will be determined by the sales formula outlined above. To submit an initial decision,
each team needs to log on to the game, enter team #, and then enter a price decision. Each
year, the team will then enter a new price decision on the same computer.
*Note: Sample calculations are also given to students in the actual case distributed, as well
as an Excel worksheet for doing calculations and making decisions while playing the game.
This is the first case, written for the first game of the microsimulation, and is the simplest of
the three games. The other games include sections on production and promotion.
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APPENDIX 2
SAMPLE FEEDBACK
Pricing Strategy*
Team

Price
1
2
3
4
5
6

Sales
18
12
18
17
16
14

Profit
2810
5987
2810
3118
3485
4470

8100
3948
8100
8062
7880
6820

Cumulative Profit
16640
5140
16640
15881
14864
11606

*Sample feedback given to students for a six team game of Pricing Strategy after the second
year of play.

Price Production Promotion Strategy**
Team

Price

Production

Promotion

Inventory

1

18.00

3000

2000

148

2998

2

12.00

6000

4000

0

6000

0

-7000

3

18.00

6000

8000

2385

3615

-1390

-1390

4

17.00

3000

15000

0

5364

13267

10548

5

16.00

8000

30000

56

8321

16344

19820

6

14.00

6000

8000

67

5976

7588

11158

Sales

Profit

Cumulative
Profit
7388
15344

**Sample feedback given to students for a six team game of Price Production Promotion
after the second year of play.
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APPENDIX 3
EVALUATION OF THE GAMES*
Statements about use of simulations in
class

Percent who agree or disagree

The games were helpful in learning business
concepts
Learned more by using business simulations
than would have in regular lecture class on
the same topic
Would have preferred more lecture/Power
Point
Changing teams was a good way to get to
know classmates
Prefer playing short games in class instead of
a semester long simulation

100% agreed
100% agreed

100% disagreed
95% agreed
94% agreed

Sample Quotes from Students
“I think playing the simulations is great and it is something every business class should do
because it is a fun way to learn concepts and to get to know your peers.”
“The games are a great way to have fun while learning”
“The simulations are both entertaining and educational”
“These games are great because they provide hands-on learning”
“The simulations are very worthwhile and a lot of fun”
“The business games are a great way to get students involved – it is easy to participate”
“My favorite part of the course was the pricing simulations”
*Statistics are from a freshman introduction to business class. Quotes are from that class as
well as principles of marketing and upper level marketing courses.
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