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ABSTRACT 

 
Marketing myopia is a marketing failure of not giving attention towards the needs and demands of 

consumers, in fact fulfilling the requirements of a firm of selling services or products which caters into market. 

According to classic theory, it is consumer who would shape markets by letting manufacturer know the types of 

products he want with the medium of economic behavior. It depends on companies to take advantage of this 

behavior by properly researching and getting feedbacks about the latest trends in spending and buying of 

consumers. Marketing myopic people can thus overlook this research and can fall in love with product and 

manufactu8re the product for which they show their love and not what the consumer opting for. 

 
Current research paper discusses the concept of marketing myopia and how myopic thinking kills 

brands. This paper of ours highlights the dangers of myopic thoughts in strategy with real examples of 

Indian brand going to grave due to myopic vision. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Companies in today’s dynamic business environment often spend substantial money performing marketing 

research prior making available new services and product in the available market. This study may be associated to 

the absolute breakdown of the Ford Edsel marketing movement which is a landmark in one of the biggest marketing 

strategy failures in 1950’s. Rather than spending huge amounts of money on advertising and marketing campaigns, 

companies utilizes test markets to understand the power of consumer requirement for products or services prior to 

the commercialization of new products or services in localized market. These test markets could also be utilized and 

helps companies constructing precise marketing strategies established on the reaction they get from particularized 

consumers as well as institutional customers. Any negative information about the new launch could support firms to 

shun the dreadful solutions of marketing myopia. 

 
A classic example of marketing myopia is the development of the Edsel brand of passenger car by Ford 

Motor Company of USA. Let’s talk about The Ford Edsel which was introduced in late 1950s model a car which 

was built and marketed utilizing the marketing strategy could revolutionize the automotive sector of the world. The 
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car was modeled and clubbed with the aim of being a huge, stylish automobile that would support the dynamic and 

automobile desires for millions of United States customers and families. Although the Edsel was on the rampage 

with much keenness, ordeal and promotion from multiple marketing agencies and media channel, it was a complete 

immediate and absolute crash in the consumer market. While expert evaluation at that instance explained the brand’s 

crash to poor workmanship and approach, business professional have accredited the crash to recognize consumer 

needs. The brand name Edsel is at present a business term identical with marketing and business crash. 

 

 
MODEL OF MARKETING MYOPIA 

 
The term "marketing myopia" was coined by Theodore C. Levitt, Emeritus Professor of Marketing at 

Harvard Business School, , who wrote an article "Marketing Myopia" in Harvard Business Review in 1960. In his 

article, he projected that businesses widen marketing myopia since they not succeed to inquire themselves "what is 

our business?”. They recurrently take for granted that they recognize the solutions of such important questions as the 

idea of the time was that the solutions to such queries were obvious. Theodore C. Levitt recommended that the 

solutions to these queries are not apparent and that by discovering them, a business could add up sufficiently grow 

its business and serves its customers effectively. 

 
Myopia is the medical term for shortsightedness or nearsightedness. Marketing myopia, refers to marketing 

practices that are turned in toward the self (the organization) i.e. short-sighted rather than being created with outside 

factors in view i.e. forward-looking. This type of marketing is in general considered detrimental as it cannot guide 

the firm to success in the long run. It prejudices a business to hub on what it demands relatively than what the 

consumer demands and be likely to generate a culture that is opposed to change. Both the most frequent outcome in 

a trouncing of business, a failure of reputation and unproductive business carry out. 

 
Concept of Marketing Myopia can be understood by an example. A firm that has conventionally made 

springs used in ball pens might say that they are in the trade of making pen springs and will market itself as a 

manufacturer of pen spring. By idea and doing so, it restricts itself and its market. To be worse on the facts, it has 

taught probable consumers to believe the business in the way of spring business. Following the same lines the firm 

has created marketing myopia. It is judging only at its history and on this foundation it is presumptuous that it’s in 

progress business market will continue in the opportunity 

 
This sort of limited thoughts is awfully dodgy. If spring ball pens unexpectedly become outdated, this firm 

would be left with no options to survive in the market. End of the utility would make product dead, no demand of 

the product makes product out of the market. For preventing this condition, if the firm had previously thought of it 

and carefully analyzed these factors like as trends which is followed in market and updating of these trends. One 

thing would have been far sure that at that time then they would have been having some alternative plans and would 

have easily over come with the problem. 
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In addition, secondly, they could have inquired themselves “in what business they were involved in?” and 

could perhaps have comprehend that they were in real sense the business of manufacturing coiled wire. This could 

have permitted them to change their customer base by bearing in mind what other sort of products might utilizes 

their coiled wire. When the pen spring market dumped as of new products liquid refill was introduced in the market, 

their firm would have had different markets and section to go round to for trade. 

 
Marketing myopia can also take place when a firm pays attention on mounting advertising policies for 

incorrect demographic clubs or target markets. Single entities in the economic market generally consider advertising 

strategies in various ways as their thoughts based on culture, age or other personal opinions. Companies that do not 

succeed to get a gist of thoughts of their customers and their feelings are most probably suffering from myopic 

diseases, marketing myopia. 

 

 
WHY MYOPIA OCCURS 

 
According to Theodore C. Levitt, in truth, there is no such thing as a growth industry. Levitt believed that 

companies are organized and operate to create and capitalize on growth opportunities only. Those industries that 

assume they to be moving to some automatic growth escalator invariably fall into stagnation. Levitt stated that the 

history of every dead and dying so called “growth industry” shows a self-deceiving cycle of bountiful expansion and 

undetected decay. According to Levitt, there are four following major mistakes that lead to a “self-deceiving cycle 

of bountiful expansion and undetected decay: 
 
 The belief that growth and profits are assured by an expanding and more affluent population. 



 The belief that there is no competitive substitute for the industry’s major products. 


 Too much faith in mass production and in the advantage so rapidly declining unit costs as output rises. 



 Preoccupation with a product that lends itself to carefully controlled scientific experimentation, improvement, 

and manufacturing cost reduction. 

 
Myth: The belief that growth and profits are assured by an expanding and more affluent population: The belief 

that profits are assured by an expanding and more affluent population is liked by every industry. It reduces the 

apprehensions everybody understandably feels about the future. If consumers are multiplying and also buying more 

of our product or service, we can face the future with considerably more comfort than if the market is declining and 

shrinking. An expanding market keeps the manufacturer from having to think very hard or imaginatively. Levitt 

believed if thinking is an intellectual response to a problem, then the absence of a problem leads to the absence of 

thinking. If our product has an automatically expanding market, then we will not give much thought to how to 

expand it. 
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For example, The EV1 was the first modern production electric vehicle an electric car produced by General 

Motors (GM) in the United States. This car was introduced in 1996, while the production was discontinued after 

1999 and eventually it was taken off the road in 2003 by General Motors. The company blamed the consumers for 

the failure of the EV1 on the ground of customers’ unwillingness to compromise on decreased range and increased 

costs for improvement to air quality. But in reality the consumers were not willing to buy EV1 because the top 

management of GM failed to structure their marketing program in such a way that would offer the consumers the 

personal benefits of driving an electric car. The EV1 offered environmental benefits, but simply failed to meet 

consumer preferences. 

 
Myth: The belief that there is no competitive substitute for the industry’s major product: One very interesting 

example of this myth is the light bulb. A commodity so prevalent in the world, that it is difficult to imagine 

existence without it in today’s world. 

 
The first patent for the compact fluorescent light (CFL) was reserved by General Electric (GE) in 1941.an 

engineer with GE ,Ed Hammer, invented the modern CFL in 1973, but GE rejected the idea as it would cost them 

$25 million to set up the infrastructure to manufacture CFLs. Yet, the need for efficient light energy paved the way 

for Philips to launch the Earth Light (CFL) – an environmentally preferable substitute for the bulb. The CFL became 

so popular over time that in California dedicated towards making phenomenal efforts towards saving the 

environment, a bill called “How many legislators does it take to change a light bulb Act” was introduced, which 

proposes to replace all incandescent bulbs with CFLs by the year 2012. Many companies that refused to change 

from manufacturing the conventional light bulb to CFL had to shut down due to rapid fall in demand for the bulb. 

Had GE been future-oriented, especially considering that the CFL could be an energy saver, it would be an 

unchallenged monopoly in CFLs today. Not only did they realize their mistake but it took them more investment and 

resources to enter a market that was quickly captured by Philips. This echoes the sentiment shared by Levitt that 

there is no guarantee against product obsolescence. If a company’s own research does not make it obsolete, 

another’s will. 
 

Myth: Too much faith in mass production and in the advantages of rapidly declining unit costs as output rises: 
 

Mass-production industries are impelled by a great drive to manufacture all they can. The prospect of steeply 

declining unit costs as output rises is more than most companies can usually resist. The profit possibilities look 

spectacular. All effort focuses on production. Levitt contends that companies become so obsessed with the 

advantages of mass production, especially low long-term costs, that the purpose of the product and the marketing of 

the same get completely ignored. 
 

Myth: Preoccupation with a product that lends itself to carefully controlled  scientific experimentation, 
 

improvement and manufacturing cost reduction: Another big danger to a firm’s continued growth arises when 

top management is wholly transfixed by the profit possibilities of technical research and development. The 

economist Joseph Schumpeter used the term “creative destruction” to state the fact that innovation accompanies 
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radical transformation. In fact, innovation only leads to a temporary market power which ultimately succumbs to 

competition again. But the question is what if an industry focuses on one particular product to the extent of ignoring 

the other, seemingly unrelated facets of the product? 
 

CASE STUDY OF AMBASSADOR CAR 
 

Ambassador can be called as the first Indian car though the car has a British legacy, it is considered as 

Indian car. Ambassador was born in 1958. The car owes its design and technology to a British car model - Morris 

Oxford. Hindustan Motors launched the Indianised version of Morris Oxford as Ambassador in 1958. 

 
From 1958 to 1980's Ambassador ruled the Indian market. Infact there were only two cars in the Indian 

market - Ambassador and Premier Padmini. The lack of competition can be attributed to the licence raj, lack of 

capital and the unfriendly Indian economic policies because of it no automobile manufacturers entered the Indian 

market. 

 
Ambassador lost its leadership position to Maruti as 1983 saw the emergence of a new era in the Indian car 

market. Maruti Udyog Ltd launched the Maruti 800. Soon the family segment embraced Maruti which is the largest 

segment in the car market. Ambassador was reduced to a marginal player within no time. 

 
Despite Ambassador had some advantages over 800 which made it dearer to certain segments. It two 

factors enabled the brand Ambassador to become popular among big families and more importantly among the Taxi 

and tour operators. It was the only Indian car with Diesel option. During those times, there was a significant 

difference in the prices between Diesel and Petrol. Second advantage was the space and sturdiness of the 

Ambassador. Ambassador was perceived to be a sturdy car ideal for Indian roads. The brand also had a positive 

perception of being less expensive to maintain. These two were only perceptions. Infact Ambassador was expensive 

to maintain in comparison to Maruti, and even though the car looked sturdy and well built, the car lacked the quality 

and refinement as rusting and rattling sounds was common complaints .Despite the fact the consumers bought the 

car because of the significant economy of diesel cars made consumers to compromise on other parameters. 

 
Another significant market for Ambassador was the Government as over 16 % of the brand sales came 

from the Government. Ambassador was the first choice for most bureaucrats and being the status symbol. 

Ambassador used to be the Prime Minister's car till 2002 and when the then Prime Minister of that time Mr Atal 

Bihari Vajpai replaced Ambassador with a BMW Limo, the officials also lost interest in the brand. And with the 

emergence of new and better models from other auto makers, there was a significant drop in the orders from the 

Government. 

 
Reasons for Failure : The fall of Ambassador from a leadership position to a marginal player is a classic case of 

marketing myopia. For the last four decades, the brand has been taking its customers for granted. The company also 

has never invested in the brand. Without investing in either brand or product, HM had sealed the fate of this brand 
 

.There are following reasons that can be attributed to this brand's failure:  
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Product: Ambassador never changed with times. The brand made many cosmetic changes from 1958-2000 and 

three upgrades was made as Mark II, Mark III and Mark IV. There was no significant value addition between these 

upgrades. The built quality and look remained the same. Though a major change happened when the brand 

introduced a 1800 Isuzu engine and the sales of the brand lifted again but the euphoria was short lived. In order to 

lift the sagging sales of the brand, Hindustan Motors in 2004 launched a radically designed Ambassador variant 

Avigo. Although the styling was radical, the customer response was very thin. The apathy of HM to offer product 

modifications in tune with the times made the brand stale. 

 
Price : The company never bothered to rationalize the price of the brand. Even now Ambassador costs more than Rs 

4,80,000. At that price one could afford a more luxurious Indigo sedan. According to accounts reports, the HM plant 

had achieved full depreciation in 2000, but the company did not thought of passing on the reduced cost to the 

consumer. 

 
Ambassador should have learned from Maruti 800. The brand is still surviving because it made changes 

along with the changing consumer values. Also the brand rationalised its price in the light of emerging competition 

which made Maruti 800 relevant even in the current market despite competition from all fronts in the last decade. 

 
Indian consumer is now spoilt with choices. The competition is immense and the quality of cars has also 

gone up. Consumers now have new set of purchase considerations like quality, brand, drivability, luxury, cost of 

maintenance etc. 
 

CASE STUDY OF MARUTI GYPSY 
 

Gypsy, born in 1985 was one of India's first sports utility vehicles. The vehicle created a breakaway 

category of SUV off roader from the existing jeep category which was dominated by Mahindra. The brand was 

considered as an aspirational one by many young at hearts. The brand was positioned on the basis of its ruggedness 

and was promoted as a pure offroader as the advertisement used to say that Gypsy could even climb trees. The 

positioning was reinforced by the success of the brand in rally and offroad events. 

 
But the brand failed to capitalize on the first mover advantage although it is still considered to be one of the 

sportiest looking SUV in the Indian market. The brand is now confined to certain niche markets like Police and 

Army vehicle segments. The brand which pioneered the offroader category sadly is dying when the SUV category 

has started growing. Gypsy is in the last stage of its product life cycle. The brand failed because of the apathy of the 

company in investing in the brand. The product had inherent problem that created negative word of mouth and the 

company didn't cared to look at the negatives of the brand, an example of Marketing Myopia or Marketing Laziness. 

 
 

Reasons for Failure: Gypsy although considered as a tough vehicle lacked many important attributes valued by a 

customer. Though the driving quality and the mileage were awful but the brand was priced at a ridiculous premium 

which was not justified in terms of the delivery of value. The brand was priced at around Rs 5 lakh which is 

www.ijebr.com 51  
   



IJEBR / February, 2015/ Volume -2 /Issue – 1/ Research Article – 4 / 46-56                                                                    ISSN: 2395-2237  

International Journal of Economics Review & Business Research 
 
 
 
 

comparable with an entry level sedan. The product although looked excellent outside was a mess inside. The 

vehicle lacked space and comfort especially for the rear seat. It had all the qualities for an offroader but failed to 

understand that Indian consumers use offroaders on roads i.e., inside the cities. The mileage was awful. Since the 

company at that time was in the public sector, the brand was sold to Police and army. For the ordinary consumers, 

the brand did notmade any sense. 
 

Gypsy also did not change itself in tune with the changing industry requirements. The company enhanced the 

power from 975cc to 1300 cc in 1996, only after 11 years. Gypsy King was launched in 1996 with the more 

powerful Esteem engine but was priced steeply. 
 

Though the last four years has shown that SUV category is growing very fast fuelled by the success of the likes 

of Mahindra Scorpio, but gypsy is sleeping in grave. 
 

Had this brand changed its looks and feel in tune with the emerging category requirements, Gypsy could 

have been a major brand. 
 

CASE STUDY OF BAJAJ CHETAK 
 

Bajaj brand which was launched in 1972 virtually owned the two wheeler segment. Chetak was an 

unavoidable dowry in 1970's and 80's. It had a waiting period of more than 10 years .The brand was named after the 

legendary stallion of the Rajput king Maharana Pratap, was known for the reliability and sturdiness. The brand 

thrived during the license raj with virtually no competition. The brand was promoted along the base line Hamara 

Bajaj, was the Indian Family vehicle It was during 1990-91 that the brand began the journey to the end. 

 
Bajaj Chetak had huge brand equity. The brand had the persona of a “work horse". With reasonable price 

and the low maintenance cost made this product a huge hit among the middle class Indians. Chetak lost its identity 

somewhere during the nineties. Even after the opening up of economy, the scooter segment did not witness much 

competition. 

 
The players like Vespa did not had much of success in this segment. Kinetic Honda managed to carve a 

niche with its gearless scooters. Another segment which was growing was the scooterette segment which was 

dominated by TVS scooty. 

 
Reasons for Failure: The primary reason for the Bajaj Chetak failure is that the Brand forgot the customers. A case 

of Marketing Myopia. The company failed to understand the changing perception of the customers towards scooters. 

Rather than looking at the customers, the company focused on influencing Government to block the opening up of 

economy. Bajaj never did anything with the product. For 40 years Chetak had the same look, same quality and style. 

It was only in 2004 that company made any change in Chetak. In 1994 Bajaj introduced Classic another scooter with 

same style as Chetak, but failed. 

 
Bajaj never seriously looked at customer perception about Chetak. The product had serious problems like 

starting trouble and riding comfort. There was nothing wrong with the Promotion. “Hamara Bajaj “and “No one can 
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beat a Bajaj”were famous base lines. There was nothing wrong with distribution and the pricing was very 

reasonable. The major problem was in the first P: Product. 

 
Bajaj never was serious about product development. The R&D spent for a long time was a miniscule 1%. 

The average cycle time for the new product development was 4-5 years compared to 2-3 years of Japanese 

competitors. 
 

The brand which ruled the Indian roads have been laid to rest in 2006 and the tag line “No one can beat a 
 

Bajaj” was changed as “Customer has beaten the Bajaj”. 
 

CASE STUDY OF YEZDI MOTORCYCLE 
 

Yezdi motorcycle was manufactured by Ideal Jawa Ltd with technical collaboration with Jawa of 

Czechoslovakia. The company started its operations in 1960 .Yezdi (that time Jawa) was in Indian roads from 1961. 

During 1960's Indian roads were ruled by scooters. Bikes were not at all popular due to mechanical issues and low 

mileage. 

 
During that period, there were only three serious players in the Indian motorcycles market. Bullet, Rajdoot 

and Ideal Jawa. Rajdoot was popular in rural areas because of sturdy suspension. Bullet and Jawa were popular in 

the urban market. Yezdi was targeting the youth with the positioning of "Forever Bike Forever Value”. Since it was 

a seller's market, whatever that was sold was accepted by Indian consumers. 

 
1980's saw a sea change in the Indian two wheeler market. This period also showed the shift of Indian 

consumers from scooters to motorcycles. Japanese technology entered the Indian market through joint ventures but 

Ideal Jawa was having a blind eye. The market saw lot of new 100 cc bikes which were more fuel efficient and easy 

to ride but Ideal Jawa refused to accept the realities. 

 
Reasons for Failure: The fact is when the consumer attitudes changed, Yezdi motorcycle refused to change at that 

time. Customers wanted Bikes that offered mileage, style and comfort. Japanese bikes provided all that. Yezdi had 

serious mechanical issues, especially the starting trouble. One had to pump about 20 times to get that machine 

started. It had no chance to stand before the peppy new generation Japanese bikes. A genuine case of marketing 

myopia. 

 
Yezdi realised this late and came out with some design changes and new launches like Roadking which had 

a new styling. But it was too late. 
 

Failing market and labour problems took its toll on Ideal Jawa. Had Yezdi changed its products in tune with 

the customer needs, we would have seen a lot of this bike on Indian roads. But alas .... Yezdi was laid to rest in 

1995. A brand that was once the heartthrob of Indian urban Youth is now resting in peace... 
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CASE STUDY OF MARGO SOAP 

 
Margo is one of the oldest herbal soaps in India. The brand which is more than 85 years old is famous for 

its neem content. But Margo failed to understand the changing dynamics of Indian consumers, more and more 

choices began to unfold before the consumer and Margo was becoming a niche brand. Margo was positioned as 

complete skin care soap". When market became fragmented with lot of products positioning at different attributes, 

Margo was sidelined as a medicinal soap as the whole brand was having Neem as its core identity. 

 
Reasons for Failure: The brand never changed with the customer. The product has inherent negatives, the fragrant 

was not attractive nor the shape. It was also less lathering compared to its competitors. At the same time Shaw 

Wallace sold Margo to Henkel. Although Margo was relaunched in 2003 with a new fragrance and shape, it has not 

excited the market with the new positioning "Margo skin clear skin". The single mistake the brand made was to miss 

the new generation and it failed to attract the young users. 
 

This is a brand that failed to change with the customer or changed very late. 
 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE MARKETING MYOPIA THEORY 
 

Marketing myopia can be used by marketers as well as advertisers to determine whether or not they are 

catering the right market. Should they adapt their products to cater a larger market? What kind of advertising 

strategies should they use? How can they bring about synchronization between the manufacturing capabilities of 

companies and the demand in the market?  

According to the marketing myopia theory, to cater a market – a company not only needs to be technically 

sound and product oriented but it also needs to be customer oriented. It needs to know what are the needs of the 

customer and what further innovations can the company bring to maintain customer interest or how it can adapt to 

the changing business market. 

 
Obviously the company has to do what survival demands. It has to adapt to the requirements of the market, 

and it has to do it sooner rather than later. But mere survival is a so-so aspiration. Anybody can survive in some way 

or other. The trick is to survive gallantly and to experience the sweet smell of success. 

 
No organization can achieve excellence without a vigorous leader who is driven onward by a pulsating will 

to succeed. A leader has to have a vision of produce eager followers (customers) in vast numbers. In order to create 

these customers, the entire corporation must be viewed as a customer-creating and customer-satisfying entity. 

Management must think of itself not as manufacturing products but as providing customer-creating value 

satisfactions. It must push this idea into every nook and corner of the organization. It has to do this continuously and 

with the kind of flair that stimulates the people in it. Otherwise, the company will be merely a series of pigeon holed 

parts, with no consolidating sense of purpose or direction. 
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In short, the organization must learn to think of itself not as marketing goods or services but as buying 

customers, as doing the things that will make customers want to do business with it. And the chief executive has the 

inescapable responsibility for creating this viewpoint, this environment, this attitude, this aspiration. The chief of the 

organization must set the company’s style, its direction, and its goals. This means knowing precisely where he wants 

to go and making sure the whole organization is enthusiastically aware of it. This is a first requisite of leadership, for 

unless a leader knows where he is going. 

 
If any road is okay, the chief executive might as well pack his attaché case and go fishing. If an 

organization doesn’t know or care where it is going, it does not need to advertise that fact with a ceremonial 

figurehead. Everybody will notice it soon enough. 
 

In Summary, Marketing myopia asks the companies to do the following: 
 
 Be more customer focused 



 Understand customer desires 


 Innovate 


 Conduct marketing research programs 


 Be in control 


 Marketing strategy should be developed keeping feedback of customers in mind. 
 
 
 

EPILOGUE 
 

Marketing Myopia is still viable currently. Theodore Levitt described marketing myopia as “the short 

sightedness, narrow view of marketing and its environment.” Theodore Levitt was way ahead of his time when he 

wrote marketing myopia. He successfully assessed that companies that fail to shift from product oriented to 

consumer oriented marketing will fall short and become obsolete in the market. The current market has changed 

drastically compared to thirty years ago. Consumers are well informed due to technology and can make their own 

research. The market is continuously evolving and companies need to adopt quicker than ever. Competition between 

companies is stronger and consumers need instant satisfaction. In the current era, companies have to be consumer 

oriented in order to survive. 
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