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Abstract

The Google Online Marketing Challenge is an onga@iolpboration between Google and academics, in
order to give students experiential learning. Thal@nge gives student teams $US200 in AdWords,
Google’s flagship advertising product, to develofire marketing campaigns for actual businesses. Th
end result is an engaging in-class exercise tlwatiges students and professors with an exciting and
pedagogically rigorous competition. Results fromveys at the end of the Challenge reveal positive
appraisals from the three — students, businesskegrafessors — main constituents, general agreement
between students and instructors regarding leaaimgpmes, and a few points of difference between
students and instructors. In addition to describirgChallenge and its outcomes, this paper revibais
post-participation questionnaires and subsequdates. The questionnaires and results are publicly
available, and this paper invites educators to riieedatasets, share their results and offer stigges

for future iterations of the Challenge.

Introduction

In 2008 Google launched the Google Online Marke@hallenge (hereinafter Challenge), a global
student competition. The Challenge attracted oigtt ¢housand students along with 339 instructacs a
1619 businesses from 47 countries. In teams oftfosix, the students crafted and ran three-weéken
marketing campaigns for real businesses, usingambadrtisements that represented real money.
Furthermore, students could access near real pwts on the web-based advertisements they created

To improve the logistical and pedagogical aspetctseoChallenge, as well as spur research of online

marketing and student learning, Google distribyttest-exercise questionnaires to all Challenge



participant groups — students, professors and bssés. The survey datasets, as well as other online
marketing, teaching and learning resources ardadlaiat the Challenge Research Center
(www.google.com/onlinechallenge/research.html). M Challenge, Google envisions ongoing
academic collaboration to encourage research ofiteg, learning and online marketing. This paper, a
early step in the partnership, describes the inalighallenge and Challenge datasets for acadeseic u
In addition, the paper investigates an overarchjingstion. Was the Challenge a successful collaberat

teaching and learning tool for students, profesantsbusinesses?

This study begins with a brief overview of the Gaagie origins and its goal of collaboration among
businesses, students, Google and academics, fetfiidhe last two stakeholders. This section also
briefly describes AdWords and its role in the Céiadle, before reviewing the logistics of the Chajken
and the role of experiential learning in the Chadle. Next, the paper explains the development and
administration of three questionnaires for partitipg students, professors and businesses, and
subsequent data cleaning of their responses. Aftersory overview of key responses, the manuscript
compares and discusses business, student andgmofesponses. The paper closes with a few ideas fo
future research using the datasets and a callifore collaboration.

Evolution of the Challenge

The Challenge began in early March 2007. A Googipleyee and his former professor discussed giving
students a real-world experiential online markeg®rgrcise, which aligned with a growing shift in
university education, away from instruction and aoaviearning. The Learning Paradigm argues that
“students must be active discoverers and constauicfaheir own knowledge” (Barr & Tagg, 1995, p.
21). To help decide whether students participatirthe Challenge should work individually or in gps,
among other things, the originators noted the statgdset by the Association to Advance Collegiate
Schools of Business (AACSB). When accrediting bessnschools, the AACSB seeks evidence of
professors encouraging collaboration among studeStandard 13 — and students learning from each
other — Standard 14 (AACSB, 2008). The practiticanest academic envisioned the Challenge as a fun
and exciting competition that helped students lexperientially, working in groups with real clisrand

spending real money.

The two originators, and a small team of Google leyges and academics, kept these goals in mind and
developed a basic framework of student experielggahing via AdWords. Google’s flagship product,
AdWords, lets advertisers display relevant andetzg text ads above and alongside Google search
results. Google separates organic search resoitsdds for user distinction, labeling these as HSpeed



Links’. Figure 1 shows the results of a Google cledor ‘hand delivered flowers’, with relevant

AdWords advertisements above and to the right@ktarch results. Advertisers design AdWords ads to
target user interests, choosing search keywordplrates that relate to their website or prodytsen

a user enters the same or similar keywords intoeg(® search, the advertiser’'s ads are eligible for

display.
Figure 1: Sponsored Links Appear Above and to the Right of Organic Search Results
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In addition to search results, Google displays Ad¥§ads on millions of partner websites, such as th

New York Times newspaper (www.nytimes.com) and Eaddsucar-buying guide (www.edmunds.com),
in over 100 countries and 20 languages. Visitothége sites see ads related to the web page tonten
Figure 2 shows relevant AdWords ads appearing @cdhtent network, in this case a web page on

www.bobvilla.com, a website for home improvementieg.



Figure 2: Sponsored Adson the Content Network
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Both models, displaying AdWords on search quengsaatner websites, are usually a cost per click

(CPC) model; advertisers pay only when a visitarksl on an ad. Advertisers can tweak the placemient
their ad based mainly on two factors, the ad’svaaiee and the maximum CPC bid. The more relevant
the ad and the higher the CPC bid, the betterdtsepmsition toward the top of a list of ads. Adismrs
can set when their ads run such as during busimass or on weekdays, and where their ads runasich
in designated cities, countries or regions. Thell€hge model that progressed had student groups

construct ads for businesses that they recruited.

A key decision by the small cabal of academics@adglers was to design the Challenge as an academic
exercise and to target academics more than studebtssinesses. To construct a global competitto,
developers recruited 14 academics from eight c@msteach with a passion for and experience imenli
marketing. This Global Academic Panel (www.googiexonlinechallenge/panel.html) helped manage
academic aspects of the Challenge such as devglomiterials for students, instructors and busirsgsse
and ultimately choosing regional and global winners



Four test runs helped refine the Challenge logisfitiree beta tests of the Challenge concept wighe w
an undergraduate class in Australia, an undergtadil@ss in Singapore and a graduate class in #liastr
These test implementations led to myriad changasicplarly fine-tuning the instructional materials
integrating the student registration process witheapaid US dollar account and developing a petary
algorithm for judging campaign performance. Thalffipre-test was an informal contest for bragging

rights among the Global Academic Panelists anavecfdleagues.

Concurrently with developing an academic guide thnele student guides, and integrating these guides
with a textbook, the panelists and Googlers devesldhe Challenge website
(www.google.com/onlinechallenge), which went live 2 November 2007. Once live, the panelists
promoted the Challenge with colleagues and viaeadlistservs such as ELMAR, Trinet, ISWorld,
EMMA and IFITT. Google employees invited former fassors to participate and Google public

relations promoted the Challenge in early Janu@f882Registrations closed in late January 2008.

Challenge L ogistics

Instructors registered their class at the Challemgesite, indicating contact details and likelydetnt
numbers. Google then provided necessary mateoidlgetinstructor and sign-up information for the
student teams. Once registered, the Challengexfetidhe steps in Figure 3. After the instructoidid

the students into groups of four to six (groupshoée to six in 2009), the groups recruited a tlien
business. Based on their research of the busitessarket and its competitors, teams developed an
AdWords campaign for the business. Google provetezh team with US$200 AdWords credit to spend
during a three-week campaign. To accommodate stdeiules across six continents, students could run
their campaign for any three consecutive weeks é&twi0 February and 24 May 2008.

Figure 3, How the Challenge Works

Groups Groups create Over 3 weeks Entries are
Divide your recruit a an AdWords they optimize

students > business > account and > the campaign > judged and
into groups not using campaign for and submit winners are
AdWords the business their reports chosen

Students spent their AdWords budget, bid for keyls@nd adjusted their campaigns based on
monitoring near real-time reports. These reportkitied metrics such as the geographic location of
visitors, number of clicks on each ad, impressimmthe number of times Google displayed the ad on a



web page, the subsequent click-through rate fdn ad¢cand the cost per click for each ad. Studgrise
to run their ads on Google search results and togl® content network (see Figures 1 and 2 earlier)
was entirely up to the students where they plalsen ads and how much they spent on search results
the content network. Students competed for ad plaot and position with online advertisers aroura th
world, as well as with student groups — locallgiomally and globally. Google and the Academic Pane

selected the winning teams on one quantitativetandjualitative aspects.

Students tended to spend the most time, and haveett time, during the live three-week campaign.
Students often commented on the enjoyable andtadditature of following their results. For example
“The real time reports made the whole experiencg @gciting” and “I found the reports that we could
generate very helpful, so we used them to perf@cstategy during the campaign.” One team captain

summed the pleasant experience, saying:

“I was surprised by two things: by how much timéibk out of my schedule (I
was the team captain.) and by how much | didn'drtiat. | really loved this
campaign. Extremely compelling. Do people reallymgad to do this?! It's so
much fun! Very addictive.”

Apart from the fixed US$200 budget and three-weskgaign, how students managed their Challenge
experience depended on the business and studentfeaexample, some businesses worked with
students to improve the website while other busiegslid not want website recommendations, or had no
idea how to change the website. Most businessésatoactive interest in the campaign. A constant
component for students in the Challenge was twaewrireports, explained later. For academics and
students interested in participating in the Chaliera recent article gives additional backgrounthen

Challenge as well as tips for being competitivanééam, Hudson, Hunter, Liu, & Murphy, 2008).

The Challenge quantitative evaluation componentizagn StatisticSs a proprietary Google algorithm

examining over 30 campaign factors across fivederaas: account structure, optimization techniques
account activity and reporting, performance andgeticand relevance. Google used the algorithm to
select the top 50 teams in each of three regiongefas, Europe, and Asia-Pacific) from the 1,619
participating teams. Then in a qualitative stepp@e AdWords specialists used their expert judgnent
trim these 150 teams to five teams per regionbdedams. Finally, in the second qualitative step th
Academic Panel chose regional and global winners these 15 teams, based solely on two written
reports. Two panelists, whose teams made the Ihahbstained from all judging.



Student groups submitted two written reports, aGampaign Strateggnd a Post-Campaign Summary

to Google and their client business. Most instricssessed their students on these reports. €he Pr
Campaign Strategy included a client overview aruppsed online advertising strategy with target
audience settings, keyword examples, advertisipg end projected success metrics. The Post-
Campaign Summary incorporated an Industry composrathia Learning component. In the former,
teams focused on the campaign results and reconatiens! for their client. The Learning component
had teams reflect on what they learned by covdeaming objectives and outcomes, group dynamics
and client dynamics. The logistics of the Challeragel the pedagogy underpinning the learning
component were in large part guided by Experiegarning, a valuable knowledge transfer model
(Armstrong & Anis, 2008; Petkus, 2000).

Experiential Learning

Experiential learning, as the name suggests, imgodtudents experiencing a task or set of taskis, an
ultimately learning from their actions. Many unisity educators have analyzed or incorporated
experiential learning in areas such as Marketirapfitt, Inks, Kemp, & Mayo, 2000; Munoz & Huser,
2008), Marketing Research (Bridges, 1999), SerWidasketing (Gremler, Hoffman, Keaveney, &
Wright, 2000), Economics (Hawtrey, 2007), Entrepraship and Retail Management (Daly, 2001), and
community-based Service Learning (Andrews, 2004;eBar & Rishi, 2007; Petkus, 2000). In addition
to educators valuing experiential methods, studesitseive applied, interactive and real-world ceein

assignments as effective for learning (Karns, 2005)

Yet experiential learning has critics. Some ardna self-discovery techniques such as experiential
learning, accompanied by little or no guided insfiian, result in less effective outcomes for studehan
traditional instruction (Kirschner, Sweller, & Ckar2006; Mayer, 2004). To help address these cascer
the Challenge provides an academic guide with iegrobjectives, tips for managing student teams,

suggested milestones, student-grading criterianaore.

Experiential learning activities also provide ogpaities for undesirable student behaviors such as
recycling previous students’ papers, overplayirsinaulation repeatedly until the students wins, frad-
riding in groups (Schibrowsky & Peltier, 1995). T@hallenge logistics help deal with these issues. F
example, reusing old papers is difficult; each stidyroup works with a unique organization and in a
unique group. Groups cannot overplay because th#ebie is a live competition, with a finite $US200

budget and finite three-week campaign. Being araging activity, and mandating a written reflective



component on group dynamics, helps address fréggridhis reflection is also the last phase in Kolb

(1984) Experiential Learning Cycle.

The Experiential Learning Cycle
Although over two decades old, the four phasesstradt conceptualization, active experimentation,
concrete experience and reflective observationtherexperiential learning cycle provide a useful

framework for discussing the Challenge. Abstraciceptualizatiorweaves theory and concepts into the

learning process. The Pre-Campaign Strategy dodimhescribed above, encourages students to think
about promoting their business using marketingriee@nd online advertising concepts. For exanale,
quick search of advertising journals or texts wquidvide students with basic copywriting concepts.

In the active experimentatigghase, students construct their campaigns wittish and error’ approach.

A typical student group would assemble multiple anid campaigns to see which keywords and
geographically targeted campaigns, for exampleetieetive. As students use real advertising dsllar

their accounts, this trial and error approach takeadded importance relative to simulated comipast

The _concrete experienstage engages students with the learning pro€tassChallenge facilitates this

via instantly published ads, and interaction wite tampaign reporting functions. Students feel the
emotional connection with their campaign, a corecetperience, when they see their ads online
immediately and available wherever they choosel-faa analytics provided in the AdWords interface

allow students to ride the peaks and valleys df tempaigns’ successes and failures.

Finally, reflective observatioprovides an opportunity for students to think ghelat they learned

during the process. The Learning Component, destti@lbove, formalizes this reflection by having
students compare initial campaign goals with thetual results. Students must also reflect upon and
describe group dynamics and interactions with tbl@nt, a small to medium sized enterprise (SME).
The student questionnaire, described next, strengtthe reflective observation component.

Questionnaire Development and Administration

The questionnaires for the three participant greugtidents, SMEs and instructors — stemmed from an
iterative quasi-Delphi process over six months. ifiiteal goals and content of the questionnaires, t
improve the Challenge experience, originated fregdback by students and instructors that partitpat

in beta versions of the Challenge.



The next round of questionnaire development ilévib@®oglers and the Academic Panel collaborating
via email, Google Docs (docs.google.com) and hmithitional and voice over Internet protocol
telephony. This stage added questions relatechtiteg and learning, particularly group work. Asth
was the inaugural Challenge, the rule of thumb twasclude questions at the expense of short
guestionnaires. Most questions used seven-poitrtLiicales, from strongly disagree to strongly egre

Table 1 below categorizes the survey questionsadapics for each participant group.

Table 1: Survey Questions Categorized across Topics

Professor | Student | Businesse
(N=135) | (N=685)| (N=103)
SME Participatio 2 5 6
SME Engageme 3
Institutional outreac 8
Teacher/Student Involveme 6 7
Working with Studen: 3
Class Logistic 8 5
Campaign Manageme 14 12
Challenge Effol 4 6 3
Marketirg Orientatiol 1 1
Team Selectic 1
Student Learnin 12 14
Group Dynamic 15
Online Marketing Experien 4
Online Budge 2
AdWords Experienc 5 2
Class Tim 2
Future Intention 6 6 7
Teamworl 4
Demographic 9 13 7
Advertising Opitions 1
Industry Statu 1
Suggestior 10 7 7
Overal 3 2 1
Total Questions 91 100 44

In line with its origins, as well as for speed,@éncy and data quality, Google used an onlingesur
Web-based surveys strengthen conclusion validieytddew data entry errors, and strengthen cortstruc

validity due to minimal interviewer influence (Bmya Hunton, & Stone, 2004). Native language speaker



at Google translated the SME version into 10 laggsan addition to English. The professor and sttide

guestionnaires were in English only.

A series of pretests using members of the Acad@aitel and some non-participating students helped
reduce technical problems, coding errors and faingpanomalies due to browser differences. Drawing
on elements of Wang and Strong’s (1996) data quiatimework helped improve data quality. Using
radio button responses with answer options for @anstrengthened representational data quality —

interpretability, ease of understanding, reprediemtal consistency, and concise representation.

The low response rates for students (9%) and besiisg(6%) relative to the instructors (40%) redlitte
part, from implementation problems. Google hadritsor email addresses, but no SME contact details
and only the email address of each student grdapim captain. Finalizing, as well as forward and
backward translating the surveys into ten language& months longer than anticipated. By the time
Google emailed survey invitations to the instrustand team captains, early June 2008, many clhases
finished. The students and instructors may hava baesummer holidays or the student email addresses
were no longer valid. Furthermore, the team capthad to forward the survey website address to thei

team mates and client business.

Data Cleaning

Following data collection, cleaning the datasets wanultilevel process to ensure data validityadat
quality, and respondent privacy. Apart from delgtrames of individuals, institutions or other pbkesi
identifying information, the qualitative responsesre left as is, replete with typographical ertoysall
three participant groups. A cursory categorizatibthe open-ended responses into topics and sutstop
yielded insights and confirmed quantitative resgsrfsr revising the 2009 Challenge, such as chgngin
the page lengths for the two written reports amintéing teams of three students. The qualitative

responses are available categorized and uncatedoriz

For cleaning the quantitative data, the first steyg a check for empty, redundant and incompletescas
For the next step, checking for implausible or isgible responses, three Challenge academic panelist
agreed on thresholds for questions with numberggbreses, such as hours spent on the Challenge. This
step also compared the time to complete the queestice with the average response time. The negt ste
was scanning the database for excessive repeiitiihie same answer category to check for patterns o

non-responsiveness (Johnson, 2001). Finally, twitivatiate methods — cluster and principal companen

10



analyses — helped detect outliers. The final dédasmtained 103 SME cases, 136 instructors and 685

students.

Describing the Samples

The student sample was 53% male with an averagestodver four years of education beyond high
school. Responding students came from universitid2 countries with the United States (25%),
Australia (14%), Germany (7%), Spain (5%), Frard), Singapore (4%), Hungary (4%), Switzerland
(3%), Italy (3%) and South Africa (2%) comprisidgettop ten countries. On average, students spake tw
languages fluently, with more students listing Es1g(41%) as their first language than any other
language. Almost half the students undertook thall€hge as part of an undergraduate class, whie 34
were in graduate classes. The remaining studentpeed in the Challenge outside a traditional class

On average, instructors in the Challenge had ald@sears of teaching experience, with more thdi ha
of responding instructors ranked Associate ProfesssBrofessor. Their institutions’ student bodyied
greatly in size — 5% came from schools with fevimant 500 students and 6% taught in schools with
40,000 students or more. Most (63%) instructorgliathe Challenge class in English followed by
Spanish (7%), Portuguese (6%), Hungarian (5%) asrdh@n (5%).

The SMEs participating in the Challenge were smuath half employing seven or fewer people. One
third of businesses had a website for more thamyfears, and 40% spent nothing on online markéting
the previous year. Retailers represented 16% dfulsamesses in the Challenge, followed by busiaads
industrial (15%), technology (13%), education antegainment (12%), and travel (10%).

Brief Results

From logistical and pedagogical points of view dieack from the three main stakeholders — students,
instructors and businesses — was overwhelminglifip@sA brief analysis of their responses helps
address this paper’s research question of evatpit;nsuccess of the Challenge. Almost 87% of the
responding students agreed that the Challenge eddghgm better than other teaching tools suchsesca
and simulations, and 92% were pleased with thealivexperience. Instructor responses revealed that
90% believed their students were enthusiasticqpatnts, 95% thought the ability to spend real nyone
contributed positively to the learning experierangg 96% would run the Challenge in a future claks.

inaugural Challenge was a success.

11



Where students and professors answered similatigngsthey usually shared strong positive opinions
For example, recruiting clients to participate mwversity education is traditionally time consumizgd
difficult. In the inaugural Challenge, more thar¥®80f students and professors found it easy to ifjent
suitable businesses, and almost 82% found it @gggrsuade them to participate. The realities|infea
worldwide competition also impressed students antepsors. Almost 76% perceived that competing
against students globally increased student invoére and almost 92% believed the Challenge
effectively illustrated the difficulties of develimg a web advertising campaign that stands out from
billions of others.

Although they tended to agree, this study empla&thnn-Whitney test to investigate significant
differences between students and professors omlaisquestions. As the response options for these
guestions were a seven-point scale from strongigeatp strongly disagree, the non-parametric Mann-
Whitney test is appropriate for ordinal respongaexz€l & Sounderpandian, 2002). The results in T2ble
show the mean rank for professors and student$pwer the mean rank the more respondents agreed
with the statement. On 22 of the 30 questionsatialemics had lower mean ranks and thus agreed with
the statements more than students did. Eight s&tBe differences were significant at p<.05.

Table 2: Comparing professor and student per ceptions

Mean '\ngi:: Mann- Sig.
Question Rank Students Whitney | Z (2
Profs (N) U tailed)
(N)
It was easy to identify small to medi-sized
enterprises that could benefit from participatign :ﬁzf;l 4(2247)8 42309 | -.932| .351
in the Google Challenge
It was easy to persuade small to mec-sized 385.40 399.96
enterprises to participate in the Challenge (134) (660) 42598.5| -.703) 482
[Students were /I wi] enthusiastic abot 424.90 396.81 4
participating in the Challenge (134) (668) 41620 | -1.363 .173
The “real time” ability to monitor the AdWort 401.96
campaign contributed positively to [student/my] a 3'4) 408 (679)| 44817| -.289 .772
involvement
The ability to spend “real money” contributt 344.43 419.35
-3. <.
positively to [student/my] involvement (134) (679) 37108 | -3.653 <.001
Compareq to other teaghlng tools (S|muI§t|( 439.86 40112
case studies, class projects for local businesses, 41224 | -1.841 .066
é134) (680)

etc.), [students were/l was] more deeply engage

12



with the Challeng

The opportunity to compete against stuc

teams worldwide contributed positively to 382.05 414.29 42149.5| -1.488 .137
. (134) (683)
[student/my] involvement
The “Marketing and Advdising Using Google' | 365.85 406.35 q
textbook was a useful instructional tool (135) (663) 40210 ) -1.949 051
The “Student Guide” was a useful instructio 408.38 406.73
to0l (132) (681) 44764.5| -.078 .938
The “Guide to Running Your AdWortc 372.02 | 412.14 j
Account” was a useful instructional tool (134) (676) 40805.5) -1.913 .056
The “Pre-Campaign Strategy” report was use | 330.17 423.89
-4, <.
for [student/my] learning. (134) (682) 35198 | -4.381 <.001
The “Pos-Campaign Summary” report w 311.71 425.8 j
useful for [student/my] learning (134) (679) 32724.5 5333 <001
The page length restriction for the ‘-
Campaign Strategy’ report was (much too shg rt,394'11 408.93 41150 | -1.851 .064
(133) (679)
much too long)
The page length restriction for the ‘F-
Campaign Summary’ report was (much too 374.49 414.59 43505.5| -.743| .457
(134) (681)
short, much too long)
[Most of my students were/l was] familiar wi
keyword (search) advertising before 499.94 389.45 32992 | -5.025 <.001
N (134) (681)
participating in the Challenge
Participating in the Challenge improved [r
students’/my] ability to select appropriate 374.49 414.59 41137 | -1.908 .056
(134) (681)
keywords
Participating in the Challenge improved i
students’/my] ability to write compelling 413.84 406.85 44845 | -.327| .744
- (134) (681)
advertising copy
Participating in the Challenge improved i
students’/my] ability to use the feedback metr cs356'44 414.64 38718.5| -2.752 .006
. (134) (681)
provided by Google
Participating in the Challenge improved |i 388.6 411.82 d
students’/my] ability to discuss online marketing (134) (681) 43028 | -1.105 .269
Participating in the Challenge improved i 442.35 398.26
students’/my] ability to discuss media planning (133) (677) 40120 | -2.046 .041
Participating in the Challenge gave |[i
. 351.38 417.39
students/me] insights related to the problems |of (134) (678) 38041 | -3.141 .002

working with ‘real’ business clients
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Participating in the Challenge gave [i

towards Google AdWords)

students/me] insights related to working in 370.52 414.79 40604.5| -2.106 .035
(134) (680)
groups
Participating in the Challenge improved i
students’/my] understanding of online marketing
terms such as banner advertisement, click-
through-rate, conversion, landing page, 3325)4 4(226311)6 40072 | -2.373 .018
optimization techniques, ROI, text
advertisements, mass advertising and context-
sensitive advertising
Participating in the Challenge illustrated to [
students/m(_a] the advgr.]tages and disadvantages112.75 407.06 44990 | 269 788
of three online advertising payment models: pay-(134) (681)
per-click, cost per thousand (CPM) and affiliate
Participating in the Challenge illustrated to [
students/me] how technical or cultural factors| 440.97 400.3
- 4
affect the success of online advertising (134) (679) 40940.5) -1.894 .058
campaigns
Particifating in the Challenge illustrated to [r
students/me] the difficulties of developing a 385.76 411.78 il
web-based marketing campaign that will stand (134) (680) 426475\ -1.241 212
out among the billions of web pages available
Based on patrticipating in ttChallenge, | woulc
recommend using AdWords to 384.85 411.37 52524.5| -1.27% .202
. . (134) (679)
businesses/enterprises
| would use AdWords if | had to promote 390.66 410.85
website (135) (679) 43559 | -.967| .334
| would like to obtain certification as a Gde 377.06 406.23
- 4
AdWords Professional (130) (672) 40502.5) -1.374 .170
To what extent do you think this competiti
was about online marketing versus about Googl280.61 431.60
: : 28703 | -7.088 <.001
AdWords? (high mean rank means tending (135) (677)

Compared to the students, the academics percaiyeificantly more value in four student outcomegdu

to participating in the Challenge: improved us&obgle feedback metrics, insights into working with

real clients, insights into working in groups, amgbroved understanding of online marketing. The

professors also reported more favorable respohsesstudents did on the usefulness of both the Pre-

Campaign Strategy and Post Campaign Summary repmdsspending real money increasing student
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involvement. Finally, the professors viewed the Ii&imge as more of an online marketing than Google
AdWords exercise relative to the students. Althodififerences on these eight variables were siganific
they do not reflect student dissatisfaction. Fameple, 91% of the students agreed that using reakgn
contributed positively to their involvement and 88%d the Post Campaign Summary was useful for
their learning.

The students had stronger positive perceptionsttimacademics did on eight questions, signifigastil
on two questions. The professors underestimatetkists’ perceived familiarity with keyword adventigi
and the insights students gained about media pignni

That students and professors reported significaagdeement on ten of 30 variables is in part tfaer
of the large sample, yet does highlight pedagodindings for experiential learning. Perhaps most
importantly, instructors — as well as Google arel@obal Academic Panel — should accept that their
sanguine views tend to overestimate the classreatfity. Instructors could work on aligning the view
for example by increasing classroom discussioh@fignificant variables and online marketing.
Students could share their insights on topics sisclworking with clients, the value of the writteports
or watching their AdWords budget shrink. This disgion should help both constituents, increasing
students’ positive perceptions of experientialméay, and illustrating to instructors how to incsedahe

value and realities of experiential learning.

The results also highlighted that instructors uasiémated their students’ experiences and knowledge
That students reported gaining more knowledge atmeglia planning than the instructors realized
suggests an opportunity for more mention of thisat@n class. As students had significantly more
familiarity of keyword advertising than the insttacs imagined, instructors could go into depth on
keyword advertising. Although insignificant, prodess underestimated their students on two other
variables: participating in the Challenge illustichtiow technical or cultural factors affect thecass of
online advertising campaigns (p=.058), and studeste more engaged with the Challenge compared to
other teaching tools (p=.066). Instructors coullyeléto technical and cultural aspects of online
advertising, and if in doubt, adopt the Challergefditure classes. In closing, students and professad
favorable responses towards participating in thallehge. The same percentage of student and

professors, 94%, said they were pleased with Gleallenge experience.

Businesses also rated the Challenge positiveljnodigh there was no financial investment by the

businesses, they tended to work closely with thdesit teams, perhaps to ensure that they got tee mo
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from their US$200 AdWords spend. Most businessearted active engagement with the teams in
developing (86%) and managing (85%) the AdWordspzagns. More than three quarters believed the
Challenge was positive for their business and 84fdyed working with students. Importantly for
university outreach, 80% of responding businessdisated they would like to be involved in future

student projects with their local university.

In summary, all three groups overwhelmingly enddtbe Challenge. Over three of four SMEs and
students would like to participate again, compaoe@6% of the professors interested in further
participation. Accordingly, when it came to recormdimg the Challenge to friends, colleagues and
businesses, 96% of the professors, 85% of the rstsidEnd 89% of the SMEs expressed their interition
do so. Finally, 66% of the SMEs stated that theyjpb continue using Google AdWords in the future.
An even higher proportion of professors (96%) andents (91%) intend to recommend AdWords to

businesses.

Future Research

The Academic Research Center section (www.googi@malinechallenge/research.html) of the
Challenge website offers nine datasets availalléufare research. For each constituent group —
academics, SMEs and students — there are quarditasponses to the questionnaires, qualitative
responses to the questionnaires and categorizdithtjua responses. Researchers can use thesedatas

to expand the body of marketing education knowledge

A key future research contribution of these dataisetheir global scope — 42 countries for the estiis]
33 for the instructors and 31 SME countries. Gdragemas of future research include cross-cultural
educational experiences, advertising copywritimdine marketing, marketing education, experiential

learning, action learning, international marketiagd student group work.

For example, students working in groups are a comie@rning structure in universities, and educators
frequently seek ideas to improve group effectivengébese datasets measure many aspects of group
attitude and behavior, from both student and edugsdrspectives. Professors can analyze the rigfect
evaluations of students to investigate social lmpfiAggarwal & O'Brien, 2008), student collaboratia
online classes (Cox & Cox, 2008), group integratiad interdependence (Skilton, Forsyth, & White,
2008) and other aspects of group dynamics. Anabfsisflective evaluations and in-class surveydaou

lead to new insights of group dynamics.
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Another avenue for continued research is to useplea-ended responses to expand and explain fe bri
guantitative findings in this paper that comparedient and instructor perceptions. Savvy reseascher
could mine the qualitative data to reveal nuangetetstandings of these differences along with
implications for marketing educators.

Researchers may want to use the datasets to sele vettiables help predict the future intentions of
students, instructors and businesses. For exatmpledid having students recruit a business imgait t
experience? How much importance did instructorseptan the materials provided? What factors were
businesses considering when deciding to partichpBtsearchers can use these findings to help design
future experiential learning activities.

Participating instructors interested in how studdearn may want to include Kolb’s (1999) Learning
Style Inventory in their post Challenge feedbaaki®. They might then hypothesize that student teams

with a good balance of learning styles performedradn the Challenge.

Google and the Academic Panel welcome suggestimhs@mments from academics and practitioners to

improve future iterations of the Challenge, andypasticipation questionnaires.

17



References

AACSB. (2008). Eligibility procedures and accretlida standards for business accreditation. Retde
14 November, 2008, from
http://www.aacsb.edu/accreditation/process/docushACSB_STANDARDS_Revised_Jan08.pdf

Aczel, A. D., & Sounderpandian, J. (200€pmplete Business Satistics (5th ed.). New York: McGraw-
Hill Higher Education.

Aggarwal, P., & O'Brien, C. L. (2008). Social laadion group projects: Structural antecedents diedtef
on student satisfactiodournal of Marketing Education, 30(3), 255-264.

Andrews, C. P. (2007). Service learning: Applicati@nd research in businedaurnal of Education for
Business, 83(1), 19-26.

Armstrong, S. J., & Anis, M. (2008). Experientiahlning and the acquisition of managerial tacit
knowledge Academy of Management Learning & Education, 7(2), 189-208.

Barr, R. B., & Tagg, J. (1995). From teaching t@arteng--a new paradigm for undergraduate education.
Change, 27(6), 12-25.

Bobbitt, L. M., Inks, S. A., Kemp, K. J., & Mayo,.0. (2000). Integrating marketing courses to exban
team-based experiential learnidgurnal of Marketing Education, 22(1), 15-24.

Bridges, E. (1999). Experiential learning and costoneeds in the undergraduate marketing research
courseJournal of Marketing Education, 21(1), 51-59.

Bryant, S. M., Hunton, J. E., & Stone, D. N. (2Q0#)ernet-based experiments: Prospects and
possibilities for behavioral accounting reseaB#havioral Research in Accounting, 16(1), 107-129.

Cox, B. A, & Cox, B. J. (2008). Developing interpenal and group dynamics through asynchronous
threaded discussions: The use of discussion boardllaborative learnind=ducation, 128(4), 553-
565.

Daly, S. P. (2001). Student-operated Internet lassies: True experiential learning in entreprengursh
and retail managemerdournal of Marketing Education, 23(3), 204-215.

Govekar, M. A., & Rishi, M. (2007). Service leargirBringing real-world education into the B-school
classroomJournal of Education for Business, 83(1), 3-10.

Gremler, D. D., Hoffman, K. D., Keaveney, S. M.V&ight, L. K. (2000). Experiential learning
exercises in services marketing courdesrnal of Marketing Education, 22(1), 35-44.

Hawtrey, K. (2007). Using experiential learninghmritjues.Journal of Economic Education, 38(2), 143-
152.

Jansen, B. J., Hudson, K., Hunter, L., Liu, F., &rdghy, J. (2008). The Google Online Marketing

Challenge: Classroom learning with real clienta) money, and real advertising campaiglusirnal
of Interactive Advertising, 9(1), http://jiad.org/article109.

18



Johnson, J. A. (2001). Screening massively lar¢g skts for non-responsiveness in web-based
personality inventories: Invited talk to the joBielefeld-Groningen Personality Research Group,
University of Groningen, The Netherlands.

Karns, G. L. (2005). An update of marketing studmsrceptions of learning activities: Structure,
preferences, and effectivenedaurnal of Marketing Education, 27(2), 163-171.

Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2008/hy minimal guidance during instruction does not
work: An analysis of the failure of constructividiscovery, problem-based, experiential, and inguir
based teachindzducational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86.

Kolb, D. A. (1984) Experiential Learning: Experience as the source of learning and devel opment.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Kolb, D. A., & Hay, G. (1999)The Kolb Learning Syle Inventory: HayGroup.

Mayer, R. E. (2004). Should there be a three-srikée against pure discovery learning? The case fo
guided methods of instructioAmerican Psychologist, 59(1), 14-19.

Munoz, C., & Huser, A. (2008). Experiential and petative learning: Using a situation analysis pbje
in principles of marketinglournal of Education for Business, 83(4), 214-220.

Petkus, E., Jr. (2000). A theoretical and pracfiGahework for service-learning in marketing: Kslb'
experiential learning cycldournal of Marketing Education, 22(1), 64-70.

Schibrowsky, J. A., & Peltier, J. W. (1995). Theldside of experiential learning activitiekurnal of
Marketing Education, 17(1), 13-24.

Skilton, P. F., Forsyth, D., & White, O. J. (200Bjterdependence and integration learning in studen
project teams: Do team project assignments aclvidnae we want them taurnal of Marketing
Education, 30(1), 57-65.

Wang, R. Y., & Strong, D. M. (1996). Beyond accytahat data quality means to data consumers.
Journal of Management Information Systems, 12(4), 5-33.

19



	cover page
	Binder1.pdf
	Neale 2009
	Neale 2009.pdf
	Neale 2009.pdf




