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Abstract

There have been many deliberations about the foundation and the
measurement basis of IMC, which has been widely acclaimed as a
key competitive advantage by a multitude of marketing communica-
tion practitioners. In this article, we endeavor to address the promi-
nent setbacks of basic IMC conceptualization and associated measu-
rement adversities, which prominent scholars are still seeking to
master, as well as putting forward convenient and versatile opinions
to overcome such aforementioned obstacles. Furthermore, this study
aims to move the focus from IMC measurement to measurement of
differences between IMC and traditional marketing communicati-
ons outcomes.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Integrated Marketing Communications, Con-
ceptualization, Measurement, Traditional Marketing Communica-
tions

Biitiinlesik Pazarlama Iletisimi Olciimiindeki Zorluklar

Ozet

Biitiinlesik pazarlama iletisiminin temel yapisi ve olgiilmesi iizeri-
ne bir¢ok farkli goriis bulunmasi, ¢ok sayida pazarlama iletisimi
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uygulayicist tarafindan ana bir rekabet iistiinliigii olarak goriil-
mektedir. Bu makale ile amacimiz, akademisyenler tarafindan ha-
la ¢oziimlenmeye calisilan biitiinlesik pazarlama iletisiminin kav-
ramsallagtiriimasint ve buna bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan olgiilme zor-
luklarini ele almanin yani sira sozkonusu engellerle ilgili cok yonlii
fikirlerimizi ortaya koymaktir. Ayni zamanda, alisageldiginin aksi-
ne bu calisma biitiinlesik pazarlama iletisiminin ol¢iilmesi yerine
geleneksel pazarlama iletisimi ile biitiilesik pazarlama iletisiminin
sonuglart arasindaki farkliliklarin olgiilmesi iizerine odaklanmaig-
tir.

Keywords: Biitiinlesik Pazarlama Iletisimi, Kavramsallastirma,
Ol¢me, Geleneksel Pazarlama Iletigimi

Introduction

Technology is creeping into every part of our daily lives, making our
world faster, easier and more mobile than ever. In addition, tech-
nology enlarges the traditional area of personal and business life
applications and opens new horizons for the practitioners. Such
expansions in business life practice have two key results. First,
competitive advantages historically enjoyed by companies have
diminished. Products and technologies that were once unique can
now be duplicated within months, while no more there is a single
source of company’s information for all; message inconsistencies
are more easily discovered. Secondly if communications do not
align with product or service offerings, a company’s brand is jeop-
ardized.

Integrated Marketing Communications (IMC) is considered as one
of the most prominent benefits of technology in the marketing com-
munications field since the early 1990s. While technology gives
increased power to competitors and consumers, the same technolo-
gy also enables the principles of IMC to operate on new levels.
Mechanisms for two-way communication are more efficient and
fluid than ever. By using technology to support IMC concepts, com-
panies have ability to exceed customer expectations and outsmart
the competition (Katrandjiev, 2000).

From the relationship management perspective, IMC is recognized
as beneficial to the accomplishment of business objectives on one
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hand, and the key competitive advantage on the other.
Notwithstanding the wide common acknowledge on the concept,
there still exist many crucial, unresolved problems, about concep-
tualization and measurement of IMC (Lee and Park, 2007), which
could well be deemed an overwhelming hindrance to the efforts to
pinpoint its impact on the current marketing communication prac-
tice (Phelps and Johnson, 1996)

Lee and Park (2007) conclude that different definitions and meas-
urement techniques that were used in past studies (Caywood,
Schultz, and Wang, 1991; Duncan and Everett, 1993; Eagle,
Kitchen, Hyde, Fourier, and Padisetti, 1999; Kitchen and Schultz,
1997; Phelps, Plumley, and Johnson, 1994) caused the relevant dis-
cussions. The constitution of a thoroughly defined IMC discipline
would probably enhance the likelihood of reaching today’s varied
customer segments more easily and the outcomes could be precise-
ly evaluated and exploited.

Though the general concept of IMC seems to suffer from its lack of
a sound definition and measurement of its consequences, in reality
it is assumed to challenge the former dominant concepts of mar-
keting communication, namely the Traditional Marketing
Communications (TMC). In this respect, today’s eminent scholars
would pay much more regard to the issue, that is; whether IMC has
a prospect of transforming back to TMC.

In this article, while we discuss several proposed measurement
techniques for IMC, we indeed aim to see if there are differences in
the outcomes between the largely debated issues, namely the TMC
and IMC, accompanied by the endeavor to consider the need to
measure where they make a difference. Managerial implications
and conclusion parts would follow the above cited courses.

Definitions of IMC

Starting with the appearance of the IMC concept in the late 80’s,
many definitions of the concept have been presented by various
scholars. Table 1 demonstrates a list of IMC definitions from the lit-
erature and it may be taken as evidence of lack of consensus on the
definition of IMC. The nonexistence of a generally accepted theory
can be attributed to deficiency in conceptualization.
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As can be seen from the table above, although most definitions are
“process” oriented, they differ in terms of how the aim of IMC is
proposed. Some of them put forth customer loyalty as the end
mean, the others stress an increase in brand value as the main
goal. Even if all of the mentioned goals may be desired results, it
seems more reasonable to view the aim of IMC as affecting con-
sumer behavior positively through a favorable communication.

Table 1: IMC Definitions from The Marketing Literature

Author

Date

Definition

American
Association of
Advertising
Agencies

1989

A concept of marketing communications planning that
recognizes the added value in a program that integrates
avariety of strategic disciplines — e.g. general advertising,
direct response, sales promotion and public relations —
and combines these disciplines to provide clarity, consis-
tency and maximum communication impact.

Schultz

1991

The process of managing all sources of information about
a product/service to which a customer or prospect is
exposed, which behaviorally moves the customer towards
a sale and maintains customer loyalty.

Keegan et al.

1992

The strategic coordination of messages and media used by
an organization to collectively influence its perceived
brand value.

Schultz

1993

IMC is the process of developing and implementing vari-
ous forms of persuasive communications programs with
customers and prospects over time. The goal of IMC is to
influence or directly affect the behavior of the selected
communications audience. IMC considers all sources of
brand or company contacts which a customer or prospect
has with the product or service as potential delivery chan-
nels for future messages. In sum, the IMC process starts
with the customer or prospect and then works back to
determine and define the forms and methods through
which persuasive communications programs should be
developed. (Schultz, 1993a ). In this quotation, IMC is no
longer inside-out, but outside-in- that is driven by the
buyers or potential buyers of goods and services (p. 22)

Schultz et. al.

1993

IMC is used;

1. to offset unfavorable or undesirable communication
about a product or service

2. to enhance favorable communication.
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Betts et al.

1995

IMC is the strategic choice of elements of marketing com-
munications which will effectively and economically influ-
ence transactions between an organization and its exist-
ing and potential customers, clients and consumers.

Kotler and
Armstrong

2010

IMC is the concept under which a company carefully inte
grates and coordinates its many communications chan-
nels to deliver a clear, consistent and compelling message
about the organization and its products.

Kitchen and
Schultz

1999

Kitchen and Schultz (1999) sought to redefine IMC as a
hierarchical process with four developmental stages: first,
communication coordination; second, redefining market-
ing communication through consumer research and feed-
back; third, building globally segmented databases to
refine customer communication and behavior measure-
ment; and the fourth and most sophisticated stage, finan-
cial and strategic integration, which involves monitoring
return-on-investment performance for each audience seg-
ment (American Productivity & Quality Center, 1998;
Kitchen and Schultz,1999).

Shimp

2000

5 features of IMC:

1. The primary goal- to affect behavior through directed
communication.

2. The process should start with the customer or prospect
and then work backward to the brand communicator.

3. All forms of communication & sources of brand or com-
pany contacts are prospective message delivery channels.

4. Synergy & coordination - to achieve a strong brand
image.

5. It needs to build a relationship between the brand and
the customer.

Duncan

2002

A cross-functional process for creating and nourishing
profitable relationships with customers and other stake

holders by strategically controlling or influencing all mes-
sages sent to these groups and encouraging data-driven
purposeful dialogue with them.

Schultz &
Schultz

2004

IMC is a strategic business process used to plan, develop,
execute and evaluate coordinated, measurable, persua-
sive brand communication programs over time with con-
sumers, customers, prospects, and other targeted, exter-
nal & internal audiences.

Kliatchko

2005

IMC is the concept and process of strategically managing
audience-focused, channel-centered and results-driven
brand communication programs over time.

Pickton &
Broderick

2005

IMC can be defined as the management process of inte
grating all marketing communications activities across
relevant audience points to achieve greater brand coher-
ence.
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Traditional marketing communications and IMC share the same
objectives, so if a difference in definition is sought, success in
accomplishment of the aim rather that the aim itself should be
examined. For this article, Kotler’s definition of IMC will be taken
into account because of its clear and concise approach which can be
summarized as “one message for everyone”.

Development of IMC

A snapshot of the existing body of literature on marketing commu-
nications would make it clear that the concept of IMC is quite new
as it was unrecognized in the academic world as well as the profes-
sional world in the 1980s. In 1989, the American Association of
Advertising Agencies defined IMC as ‘ A concept of marketing com-
munications planning that recognizes the added value of a compre-
hensive plan that evaluates the strategic roles of a variety of com-
munication disciplines (e.g. general advertising, direct response,
sales promotion, and public relations) and combines these disci-
plines to provide clarity, consistency, and maximum communication
impact.’

Following this definition, in one of the first books published on
IMC, Schultz et al. (1993) defined and examined IMC concept
through a broader perspective. They argue that when compared to
parts of the marketing mix (i.e. advertising, public relations, and
sales promotions), IMC appeared as a new way of perceiving the
whole marketing communication as one. Similarly, rather than tra-
ditional programs in advertising, the curriculum of some universi-
ties (such as Northwestern University’s Medill School in the USA)
started to change in order to focus on this new idea of IMC.

While such a move towards IMC was observed in the academic
world, there was a resistance among the marketers. For many
years the traditional marketing communications was used by aca-
demicians and practitioners as an umbrella term to cover and man-
age various communications functions used by marketing. When
IMC first emerged it was also regarded as the manager’s integrat-
ing task for aligning and coordinating messages delivered through
communication channels. The marketers argued that, as offered by
IMC, an agency which provides a variety of alternatives on differ-
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ent communication channels would be inefficient to perform at
highest level in all required areas.

In the early 1990s, most of the marketing managers seemed to be
in consensus about the importance and necessity of IMC, yet the
required organizational structure that should be established for
IMC implementation was not created. Besides the burden of such a
structural change, it was also found difficult to measure the IMC
effect or more specifically the real IMC impact when compared to
traditional marketing communications. A recent study on IMC
showed that ‘little has changed from traditional mass marketing
practices in the areas of measurement and agency compensation
for IMC services’ (Swain, 2004:55).

Considering all these deficiencies both in conceptual terms and
measurement, IMC has been criticized harshly. In fact, the early
critics of integration argued that IMC was not a new concept but
rather a naming process for a best practice of communication coor-
dination. On the other hand, IMC had strong advocates and sup-
porters in the academic world. One of the early writers in this area,
Schultz (1991, 1993a, 1993b, 1999, 2002, 2005, 2006 and Schultz
and Patti 2009) has mentioned the growing recognition and impor-
tance of IMC in his studies. The early definitions of IMC empha-
sized the ‘planning’ or ‘strategic integration’ terms as attached to
the existing communications coordination. However, the recent
studies view IMC in terms of ‘customer relationships’. While it is
accepted that the primary objective of all marketing communica-
tion efforts or, as it is called today, IMCs’, is to build strong rela-
tionships with customers, it should not be forgotten that effective
planning still remains at the center of the IMC definition for suc-
cessful implementation.

In a recent study, Schultz and Patti (2009:78) defines the develop-
ment of IMC within seven steps; ‘...traces the evolution of thinking
and research in IMC, from the environmental monitoring (Step 1)
to the observations and initial concepts (Steps 2 and 3) resulting
from the environmental monitoring (articulated in the Schultz et
al. 1993 book), to attempts to define IMC (Step 4). Much of the early
IMC research focused on specifying the processes within IMC man-
agement and identifying obstacles to IMC implementation (Step 5).
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Over time, the call for measuring IMC outcomes (Step 6) was seen
as the key to more widespread adoption and adaptation of the IMC
framework. Today, we see several organizational issues (Step 7)
that we believe will frame the next steps in the development of
IMC.’ They point out these issues as well as a revisiting of selective
initial concepts and definitions as the major path for further theo-
ry development. According to Schultz and Patti (2009:77) through
its evolution IMC is experiencing a maturity pattern similar to that
of other marketing management frameworks. The development of
IMC as a discipline is summarized further in Table 2.

It is apparent that IMC has attracted much of the academic inter-
est when compared to its recent history. Today, IMC is the subject
of professional books and textbooks; trade and academic confer-
ences; higher education curricula; academic journals and industry
magazines, despite the lack of consensus in definition, the deficien-
cy of measurement techniques and the existence of critics stating
that IMC is not a new discipline.

Table 2: The development of IMC as a discipline

Date Development

* (Caywood and Ewing (1991) underlines the idea of integration
1991 ® Schultz examines the status of IMC dispute in US.

* Tortorici argues that IMC is one of the easiest ways an organi-
zation can maximize its return on investment.

® Schultz, Tannenbaum, and Lauterborn with their book ‘Integ-
rated marketing communication: Pulling it together and ma-
king it work’ tried to define and examine the IMC concept thro-
ugh a broad perspective.

1993 * Schultz (1993b) recognized that IMC had become ‘one of the

hottest topics in the whole marketing arena’

e Miller and Everett review the evolving concept of IMC and de-
termine attitudes toward, and usage of, IMC by client organiza-
tions.

e Miller and Rose identified evolving paradigm of IMC was the
1994 undoubted stimuli for unification of all communication activiti-
es under a single concept.
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1996

Duncan and Caywood argue that strategy is what separates
IMC-marketing communications in past not strategically coor-
dinated

Schultz in his study, among Indian advertisers, concluded that
successful implementation of IMC would heavily rely on allo-
cated budgets, staff, skills and structure.

In another study by Schultz in the USA, it is found out that 95%
of respondents stated an integrated program would increase the
impact of their marketing communications.

1997

In a study on diffusion of IMC, Kitchen and Schultz identified
how senior advertising agency executives, within a judgment
sample in UK and US, perceived and implemented IMC.
Results indicated the agency view that IMC would improve
client return.

1999

A multinational and cross-cultural study by Kitchen and
Schultz, showed that the percentage of client budgets devoted
to IMC differs in different countries and majority of resources
devoted to IMC is related to agency size.

2000

Shimp suggests five key features that are significant in IMC.

2002

In an IMC process model by Duncan, IMC is viewed as circular
process rather than a linear one.

2004

IMC can use financial value and behavioral measures to eval-
uate performance (Zahay et al. 2004)

Swain conducted a survey to examine leadership preferences
and perceptions of methods of measurement and agency com-
pensation in planning and implementing IMC.

2007

Eagle et. al. provided a two-country qualitative comparison con-
cerning IMC.

Lee and Park present a four-dimensional conceptualization of
IMC and empirically develop its measurement instrument.
Kerr et. al. with an international analysis examined the implied
educators’ perceptions of IMC.

2008

Kitchen et. al. provide a review of the best IMC practices in US,
Korea and UK while pointing out cultural divergence in adop-
tion and practice besides revealing weaknesses regarding IMC
practice.
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TMC Versus IMC

The scope of communication is very broad since every contact a pos-
sible customer has with a product or service can be viewed as com-
munication. It is much more than a plain marketing tool as it con-
cerns the organization as a whole. For an organization, it is impos-
sible not to communicate and therefore it is important to manage
the organization’s identity. Communication is described as an activ-
ity that creates a culture, helping an organization to interact with
society by Schultz (1993).

Duncan and Moriarty (1997) describe three kinds of messages an
organization delivers; planned messages, product or service mes-
sages, and unplanned messages. These messages are sent from the
organization both intentionally and unintentionally, and it is
important that they are coherent.

As IMC is recognized as a further development on top of the exist-
ing traditional marketing communications, outlining some of the
main differences would be helpful for a better judgment. Duncan
and Moriarty (1997) emphasize three main differences between
IMC and traditional marketing communications;

* A shift of focus from acquiring new customers to maintaining
and developing them;

* using a two-way communication instead of only one-way; com-
municating with customers, rather than just to them, and,;

* making marketing communications less of a function of the com-
pany and more like a philosophy of conducting business.

As discussed, the planning process in IMC starts from the customer
and work backwards to the company itself (Schultz, Tannenbaum,
and Lauterborn, 1993). However, it is possible to argue that cus-
tomer orientation is possible through TMC as well and that it is not
an exclusive and specific attribute of IMC. From that perspective
such an approach does not provide a distinctive evaluation of IMC
activities.

A company communicates through everything it says, does, and
what others say about it. It is argued by the advocates of IMC con-
cept that the traditional marketing communication theory has
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often looked at the messages in isolation, separated from the actu-
al product or service. Prior to the launch of a specific communica-
tion program, consumers’ knowledge and awareness are tested.
Following that, a post measure is taken shortly after and the affect
is then analyzed. The whole communication process, including the
measurement, is thus following a linear path. On the other hand,
as IMC considers the harmony in terms of overall message (involv-
ing the product or services) a company sends to customers and
stakeholders, a broad view of communication is required when
measuring its effect.

TMC also adopts a more static approach. Schultz, Tannenbaum,
and Lauterborn (1993) base the concept of IMC on the fact that cus-
tomers store information about a product or service from various
sources. Information is retrieved from different media channels,
but also from relatives and friends who have experienced the prod-
uct or service. This information is collected over time.

As the real value of IMC is argued to emerge over time and the real
effect could not be measured at a single point in time shortly after
the communication program is delivered. As communication pro-
grams are often continuous, several evaluations are needed.

The message that is sent from an organization today must fit with
the message stored in the customer’s mind from earlier experi-
ences. This is why, according to Schultz, Tannenbaum, and
Lauterborn (1993), an integrated marketing communication
approach is critical to apply. Similarly, Smith et al. (1997) stress
that it is important with a strong cohesion within an organization;
or contradictory messages will follow.

This also necessitates that internal and external communications
must be consistent. While TMC concentrates on external messages;
IMC, as Smith and Razzouk, (1993) states, argues that internal
communication is as important as external communication, the for-
mer dealing with flow of information and decision making within
the organization and the latter is focused on creating and main-
taining an efficient communication with stakeholders and cus-
tomers.

The traditional view of communication focuses on one message
through a single mode whereas IMC deals with multiple messages
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at the same time through various media or modes. This in turn
requires a multidimensional measurement, including a separation
between consumers’ behavior and what is communicated.
Consumer behavior include transactions made, relationships that
provide feedback, and attitudes. The measurement is therefore cir-
cular, not linear as in traditional marketing communications.
Attitudes are certainly affecting the behavior of a customer, but the
experience is also affecting the attitudes.

The measurement needs to be planned for in advance and be built
into the communication process. The response from the customer is
used to adapt coming communications. Both complaints and
inquiries are important to understand in order to further develop
IMC. In short, it is necessary to identify and understand all types
of contacts made with customers as these contacts communicate a
message. IMC emerged as a mean to develop and manage a more
holistic view of communication messages (Gronroos, 2000).

Past Research on IMC Measurement

The measurement necessity essentially arises from the human-
beings to grasp the consequences of their acts of the amount of their
ownerships. In the current business world, in which harsh rivalry
wars predominate, the involvement in measurement has become
the key element to assess the outcomes of certain strategies imple-
mented. Though marketing communications are acknowledged as a
foremost tool to enhance communication with the targeted-market
consumers, there has always been a gap between the realized and
the actually-measured.

In line with the above discussion, Lee and Park (2007) emphasized
that the inability of IMC to build up practical and reliable meas-
urement scales has resulted in a bottleneck for the progress in the
IMC area. For that reason, various marketing scholars endeavored
to create reliable and adequate measures so as to determine the
impact of consistent communications messages, targeting mainly
consumers. As to realize a precise measurement of a process, a well
agreed general definition and the necessary organizational struc-
ture for implementation of such a process should be inplace.

Duncan and Everett (1993) set out to utilize an objective index to
gauge the extent to which major marketing communications func-
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tions are integrated in the company — the chief concept in their def-
inition of IMC. They asked the respondents whether five functions
of marketing communications were assigned to the same outside
agency or whether they were assigned to the same internal job posi-
tion. This question is still being held either by the majority of enter-
prises of today’s business world as well as by the reputed scholars
of the marketing globe.

Low (2000), with respect to Duncan and Everett’s (1993) definition
of IMC, developed a three-item scale to measure three aspects of
IMC: the extent to which marketing communication tools are
planned by the same person (integration); the extent to which the
elements of the marketing communications program are strategi-
cally consistent (strategic consistency); and the extent to which the
marketing communications tools focus on a common message (mes-
sage consistency). Lee and Park (2007) concluded on this study as
“This study, despite its lack of rigor in conceptualizing these
aspects, is important because of its attempt to measure multiple
dimensions of IMC. However, one item for each dimension is hard-
ly sufficient to measure the complex nature of the construct in each
dimension. In addition, a single item used to measure each dimen-
sion does not allow us to assess the reliability of the scale. Finally,
the phrase “strategically consistent” in the question (used to meas-
ure the strategic consistency) is ambiguous, creating room for the
respondent’s subjective interpretation.”

On the other hand, Cornelissen and Lock (2000) doubted IMC'’s the-
oretical robustness as well as its actual significance for marketing
and advertising thought and practice and noted that there is no
recognized measurement system to gauge the influence of various
IMC concepts.

Schultz and Kitchen (2000a) argued that mankind could not meas-
ure IMC and it would take some time before it would accomplish
this unique goal. In addition, Semenik (2002) suggested that the
measurement of the complex interaction of all the promotional mix
elements is extremely sophisticated and may be beyond the
methodological tools available at this time.

More recently, Kitchen et al., (2004) centered the lack of measure-
ment to the effectiveness of IMC programs and emphasized that
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more attention should be paid on measuring “outcomes” rather
than “outputs” of marketing communication activities. As expected,
Kitchen et al. (2004) also complained that the theoretical approach
has distinctly lagged behind.

In addition to these, Swain (2004) presumed that the findings of
IMC are still not yet a cohesive and effective paradigm, theory of
practice. He assumed that for IMC to attain those levels of recog-
nition and adoption; conceptual questions of definition, leadership,
best practices, measurement, service compensation and the rela-
tionships between them must be addressed, resulting in a workable
system to meet modern marketing communication challenges.

To conclude, IMC itselfis a new tool and is considered as a new par-
adigm in marketing which encompasses non-traditional methods in
communication (Schultz and Kitchen, 2000b). To measure the effec-
tiveness of those new methods, new measures and new measure-
ments are needed (Swain, 2004).

Measurement methods have also been focused on measuring the
activities rather than the outcome (Spake, D’Souza, Crutchfield,
and Morgan, 1999). Media commissions are a good example of
measurement and compensation on the basis of activities.

There are several critics regarding the IMC measurement which
are summarized in the Table 3.

One of the recent research areas in marketing, neuromarketing,
can be also used to further examine the impact of IMC. It is argued
that the brain develops preferences on the basis of the intuitional
relation with the product’s brand rather than the advertising mes-
sage. Studies on neuroscience (Ambler and Burne 1999; Ambler
2000; Ambler, Ioannides, and Rose 2000) could be used to interpret
that the brain cannot make the distinction between the messages
of the marketing department and the rest of the messages. So,
other than those, in Web 2.0 world, IMC needs to focus on other
brand interactions as well, like virtual worlds, computer games,
viral networks and internet. Besides, for measuring the creative
integrity and synergy of integrated marketing communication, it is
mandatory to expand the knowledge in the role of neural compo-
nents in decoding and integrating various communications. Since
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the customers are the ones who integrate communication- not the
brand managers-, it is necessary to have a quantitative methodolo-
gy to measure the integrity of the various messages in the minds of
the customers.

Beware of The Pitfalls!

In order to determine the borders and accomplish the precise meas-
urement of this newly emerged marketing discipline, namely IMC;
we ought to take these views in to consideration thoroughly since it
would facilitate the IMC practitioners to better assess the scope
and depth of IMC implemented in their marketing communications
program and to measure the impact of IMC on the marketing com-
munications performance more accurately.

In consideration with the above literature, we would like to further
expand the discussion on limitations and inconveniences of IMC
measurement as categorized into several topics below:

Measuring Absolute IMC Effect

There is a limitation on the measurement of IMC due to the nature
of the marketing environment open to various stimuli and compet-
ing effects from the outer world. One may well conclude that it
would be safer to measure an effect through a sophisticated exper-
imental design.
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Table 3: The critics and relevant approaches on IMC measurement

Year

Critique

2000

Eagle and Kitchen note that the major area against which IMC
can be critiqued does not concern what it is, or how it works, but
how to measure its effectiveness.

2000

Schultz and Kitchen (2000a) proposed an IGMC Communicati-
on Planning. Current inflows from customers and prospects will
be measured for the short term, which will be turned into mar-
ginal returns and incremental revenue; whereas the return of
investment on brand building will be measured based on the
brand equity among customers and prospects.

2001

In their study on IMC curriculum, Farrelly et al. state that me-
asuring communication ranked highest in the preferred topic
list.

2002

Semenik offered basic approaches to measuring the effective-

ness of an overall IMC program:

1. To take on the measurement of each of the promotional tools
used in a campaign.

2. To use single-source tracking measures
3. To measure media exposures, product (brand) impressions,

and personal contacts. (p. 29

2004

Kitchen et al. argued that financial returns can only be collec-
ted if communication resources are invested and measured aga-
inst actual customer behavior.

2008

Kitchen, Kim and Schultz examined the international differen-
ces in terms of IMC measurement by an empirical study.

2009

Ewing proposed 5 areas of integrated marketing communicati-
on measurement which require further research.
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In Figure 1, we suggest an experimental design with two groups
before and after measurement. This design or any other appropri-
ate experimental design could serve much better to claim that IMC
has better outcomes than TMC, if any.

Experimental = Measures IMC effect and

Group (E.G.) R) o1 s 02 £ the effect of external factors

Control Group = Measures the effect of

(C.G) ®R) 03 s 041 ¢ external factors only

3
For both group
the situation before any effect
Absolute IMC Effect = [02-01] — [04-03]

Figure 1: Experimental Group Design to Test Effect of IMC

IMC Measurement Over Time

Marketing communication is a circular, not a linear process. There
is no doubt that attitudes influence behavior, but it is also true that
behavior influences attitudes. If a consumer has a good experience
with a brand, this experience either reinforces the positive network
that existed before it or causes the consumer to change the previ-
ous network and attitude. The major difference between IMC meas-
urement and traditional one-way, linear mass communication pro-
gram, is that the behavior of the prospect is a vital factor in devel-
oping the next wave of IMC programs. The concept of IMC means
a long-term synchronization of messages and campaigns.
(Katrandjiev, 2000)

The main difference between the IMC and the traditional, func-
tionally oriented activities (particularly those of mass media adver-
tising) is that IMC must, in some way, impact the behavior of the
target audience. It does not mean that functional activities such as
advertising, sales promotions, direct marketing, and public rela-
tions do not influence behavior. In fact they do, especially direct
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marketing and sales promotion. The major difference is that IMC
is planned, developed, executed, and evaluated with affecting one
specific consumer behavior in mind, the process of making pur-
chases now or in the future. (Katrandjiev, 2000)

Traditionally, marketing people measure effect of communication
only at a single point in time with cross-sectional studies - when the
message is delivered or shortly thereafter. In the context of IMC
programs, there is a need to understand how the communication
program impacts the consumer’s behavior at several points in a
period of time. In other words the marketer must know the com-
munication history of the customer in addition to the delivered
message.

Therefore, it is proposed that measurement of IMC must be per-
formed through a longitudinal study. Some of the effects expected
from an IMC campaign involve a change in consumer responses
and this may apparently take time to happen. Time is an important
factor to consider in a study aimed at measuring IMC success. Such
a study may reveal the real difference between the IMC and TMC
policies applied. This is shown in Figure 2:

Hypothetical Success of IMC vs TMC
50

40

30 o
IMC

—_ — e
20 -

Succes#leasured

10 -

0o =~
TO Tl T2 T3 T4 T5

Time

Figure 2: Hypothetical Longitudinal Study IMC vs TMC
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Measuring the effectiveness of IMC means to compare the situa-
tions in which IMC is applied and not applied. This rationale is
required to exercise TMC first and then IMC (or vice versa) for the
same campaign and to check the existence of any differences in the
results so that anyone can mention the effect of IMC. However IMC
is not a onetime action for companies. Generally if companies adopt
an IMC approach they execute it consistently. They do not practice
IMC and TMC consecutively in the same campaign. If the real
measurement issue is to measure whether the integration in mar-
keting communications contributes to the success of any campaign,
it cannot be measured by the studies which examine the results of
IMC practice without comparing the results of TMC for the same
case.

The same problem still exists even if a longitudinal study is aimed
at measuring the effect of IMC in a specific campaign because there
is no comparison of the situations with and without the integration.
A further problem, most longitudinal studies that try to measure
IMC effect, actually measure the success of a specific campaign
instead of the effect of integration for that campaign. The rationale
behind longitudinal studies is to use applied research (research to
solve the problem of any company). However measuring IMC must
be done through basic research (the one that contributes to the the-
ory). Measurement of IMC has nothing to do with a specific cam-
paign. What must be examined is what the result would be if mar-
keting campaign was not integrated.

IMC in Encoding or Decoding?

Kotler (2003) defines integrated marketing communication as a
way of looking at the whole marketing process from the viewpoint
of the customer. Integrated marketing communication is a strategic
business process aiming to provide a single, coordinated message;
in which a message is first encoded by the sender, one or more com-
munication channels are used to deliver the message and the
receiver decodes the message upon receipt. There is a commonality
in both propositions above. As we look at the whole marketing
process from the customer’s viewpoint in IMC, we should focus
more on the integrity of the message at decoding phase, instead of
its integrity at encoding phase. Two reasons for this follow:

Cilt 2 Say1 1, Haziran 2010



70 KUCUKOSMANOGLU/OZKECELY/AKGUL/SENER/KARAKAYA/CEVIK/ONDEK/DOLU/GEGEZ

Firstly, according to the communication process, the sender decodes
the message, based on frame of reference and experience; knowl-
edge, beliefs, feelings and interest of the receiver. In order to ana-
lyze whether there has been a single, coordinated message to be
delivered, it is necessary to see how the message has been received
and decoded by the consumer. Secondly, there has always been a
“Noise” component in communication concept, which could cause
decoded and encoded messages to differ from each other. This point
becomes more important as technology empowers consumers and
this causes a shift in communication power. (Ewing, 2009) In
today’s world, brand meaning is not controlled by brand managers
but they are co-created by brand users through continuous interac-
tion. (Cova and Cova, 1997) Blackston (2000) further argues that
consumers are like equity partners in the brand. Ewing (2009) pro-
poses an agenda for further research in consumer empowerment
which include: Mobile technologies, viral marketing, and consumer
generated content, virtual worlds and co-created brand meaning.
All of these above clearly show that it is not enough to measure the
integrity of the message when it is encoded. Its integrity needs to
be verified and validated when it is decoded considering the noise
included during the transmission, consumer’s co-creation and sub-
jectivity in decoding of the message.

In summary, whether messages are perceived as integrated at
decoding phase, is more important than whether the company inte-
grated messages at coding phase. Success of IMC messages may
well depend on the success measured at decoding stage.
Measurement at decoding stage can be considered as a more “cus-
tomer centric” method focusing on the end customer.

Could TMC Also Do What IMC Does?

Behavioral consumer responses such as changes in attitude and
loyalty or real life business results such as sales and profits are
widely suggested as measures of IMC success (Swain, 2004).
However, those responses may well be obtained through TMC.
Even if IMC is successfully performed it is possible that desired
consumers responses may not be attained. The possibilities are
shown in figure 3. IMC measurement shall consider the difference
created by IMC compared to TMC rather than the subjective inter-
pretations of results of marketing communication.
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Message Implementation Business Result
Effective Positive
IMC
Ineffective Good Negative
Effective Positive
TMC
Ineffective Negative

Figure 3: Illustration of Business Results That are Possible Both Under
TMC and IMC

Brand Loyalty or Message Loyalty

Yet, measuring consumer responses such as loyalty as success cri-
terion for IMC may not be suitable for another reason. It is a mat-
ter of argument that whether consumer response towards the
brand or towards the message is desired. It is probable that an IMC
campaign may well attain the desired loyalty to an IMC message
while not creating brand loyalty.

When the ‘process’ is recognized as the center of IMC definition,
effect of integration or the effect of the message itself appears to be
the real subject of measurement. For example, a campaign may
have a negative message which will cause a decrease in sales but
IMC may still be successful since its basic aim, by its definition, is
to give the same message to everyone. As shown in Figure 4, It is
possible to claim that the variables used to measure IMC in previ-
ous studies are meaningless:
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A positive message resulting an increase in sales

The net effect of
Communication Sales Status of success
IMC
TMC 300 units of increase
200 units IMC is successful
IMC 500 units of increase

A negative message resulting decrease in sales

The net effect of
Communication Sales Status of success
IMC
TMC 300 units of decrease IMC is still successful
200 units
IMC 500 units of decrease

Figure 4: Illustration of Message Loyalty

If the aim is to increase sales at the end of the day, TMC
(Traditional Marketing Communication) can also provide it. There
is no empirical support to the claim that integration in marketing
communication provides more customer loyalty than executing
TMC. Assuming a campaign executed with an IMC approach deliv-
ers the same message to all consumers but the right message may
not be chosen. In that case, because every channel gives the same
message, the situation would be disaster. Ironically, the same neg-
ative message could be delivered successfully to everyone and none
of the channels would have the chance to compensate for the nega-
tive effect of the message resulting in a totally negative effect
rather than that expected. Whereas, if the message chosen has a
negative effect and the company is executing TMC, salespeople can
compensate for failings of the advertising or vice versa thus the
campaign is not wasted. From that perspective practicing IMC
could be argued to be more costly than TMC.

Message to different ends

Business-to-business (B2B) and business-to-consumer (B2C) mar-
keting are similar but they are different. Some companies operate
both in B2B and B2C, the obvious question here is whether the
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message needs to be integrated. Moreover, the question becomes
more difficult, if the same group (consumer segment, business seg-
ment.) is targeted via more than one channel and if the communi-
cation flows via intermediaries. For a market segment, to which the
communication flows through more than one channel in which
some of the channels are direct and some of them indirect, then
decoding process is actualized in different points (e.g. end user by
advertising, distributors by salespeople). As the number of decod-
ing points (intermediaries) increase, ensuring the integrity of the
message becomes more complex. In such a case, TMC might be
more reasonable. The rationale behind this claim is that for some
sectors it must deliver a different message or the same message in
different ways to the end user and the distribution channel. The
main point is to know where the message will be decoded.

Controllable and Uncontrollable Communications

A basic characteristic of IMC planning is the expansion of the con-
cept of communications. In fact every contact a consumer has with
the brand is a form of communication. It includes the design of the
packaging, the way the product is displayed in the supermarket,
the product placement, etc. However not all forms of communica-
tion are under the control of the marketer. Controllable communi-
cations are the following: marketer’s advertising, marketer’s sales
promotion, marketer’s public relation, marketer’s direct marketing,
packaging, sales force presentations, events, “hot” telephone num-
bers, and company customer service.

But many other communication elements exist, and the marketer
has little or no control over these elements. The uncontrollable
communications are: competitor's advertising, competitor’s sales
promotion, competitor’s public relations, competitor’s direct mar-
keting, retailer’s signage, retailer’s display, media reports, con-
sumer comments, users’ experiences, and retailer customer service.
The key to a successful integrated marketing communications pro-
gram is to know which communication elements can be controlled
and which cannot. So, the basic rule of IMC measurement is that a
very broad view of communications must be taken. The marketer
must assess which communications are unfavorable and which are
favorable (Katrandjiev, 2000).
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Conclusion

IMC has become one of the most controversial areas in marketing
during the past decade. When the existing body of literature is con-
sidered, IMC can be perceived as being in its pre-paradigm stage.
The disagreement in terms of conceptualization as well as the lack
of scientific evidence and robust empirical support both in imple-
mentation and measurement casued IMC to be considered as a
managerial fad.

Although, the concept became widely popular and is considered as
a necessity without questioning thoroughly in business circles,
there are still unresolved issues regarding the implementation, the
required organizational structure and agency compensation issues.
Besides, educational manifestation of IMC among scholars that
shapes the future of a profession and further theory development is
seemed to be just a similar reflection of the previously existing
course, the traditional marketing communications. In order to
establish the maturity of IMC as a respectable discipline, these
obstacles that prevent development of IMC should be removed.

The dominant perspective on IMC is still very company oriented,
where an inside-out view, from the company to the consumer is
adopted. The authors believe that a consumer-centric perspective
on marketing communications, a more outside-in approach should
be aimed at.

Concept of IMC automatically infers a long-term orientation. Given
the circular nature of the marketing communication, measurement
of IMC must be performed through a longitudinal study to capture
over the long run effects. IMC deals with multiple messages at the
same time through various media or modes. This in turn necessi-
tates a multidimensional measurement.

There is a plethora of unanswered questions considering under
what conditions IMC is superior to TMC. Also, considerations about
risks of IMC are not identified through empirical research. It may
be risky to centralize the communication and amplify it through
IMC. In some cases that may cause an unrecoverable, catastrophi-
cal damage in marketing communication. This would specially hold
if an inconsistent or unwelcome message is magnified through a
well run communication program.
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Until now, a large part of the past studies are addressed on a gen-
erally acceptable definition of IMC, while many others are focused
on developing practical and acceptable measures to evaluate the
success of IMC. Much to our suprise that no study has been carried
out to analyze the differential effect between TMC and IMC. We
believe that it is fundamental to measure the differential effect
between IMC and TMC before starting to dig into measuring suc-
cess of IMC.

It is worth to study and find evidence whether and under what con-
ditions a significant effect in the long term between TMC and IMC
exists. In this regard, this article proposed to initiate a series of dis-
cussions, as to provide an opening critique for further development
and research in this area.

References

American Productivity & Quality Center. (1998). Integrated Marketing
Communication Consortium Benchmarking Study Best-Practices
Report. Houston, TX: American Productivity & Quality Center.

Ambler, T., and Burne, T. (1999). The impact of affect on memory of adver-
tising. Journal of Advertising Research, 35 (2), 25-34.

Ambler, T. (2000). Persuasion, pride and prejudice: How ads work.
International Journal of Advertising, 19 (3), 299-315.

Ambler, T., Ioannides, A., and Rose. S. (2000). Brands on the brain: Neuro-
images of advertising. Business Strategy Review, 11 (3), 17-30.

Betts, P., Huntington, A., Pulford, A., Warnaby, G. (1995). Marketing
Communications Strategy, (2nd ed). London: BPP Publishing.

Blackston, M., (2000). Observations: Building brand equity by managing
the brand’s relationships. Journal of Advertising Research, 40 (6),
101-5.

Caywood, C. and Ewing, R. (1991). Integrated marketing communica-
tions: a new master’s degree concept. Public Relations Review, 17
(Autumn 1991), 237-244.

Caywood, C., Schultz, D. E. and Wang, P. (1991). Integrated Marketing
Communications: A Survey of National Consumer Goods
Advertisers. Northwestern University Report, Evanston, IL.

Ciprian-Marcel, P., Lacramioara, R., Ioana, M. A., and Maria, Z. M. (
2009). Neuromarketing — Getting Inside The Customer’s Mind.
Annals of Faculty of Economics, 4 (1), 804-807.

Cilt 2 Say1 1, Haziran 2010



76 KUCUKOSMANOGLU/OZKECELY/AKGUL/SENER/KARAKAYA/CEVIK/ONDEK/DOLU/GEGEZ

Cornelissen, J.P. And Lock, A.R. (2000). Theoretical Concept or
Management Fashion? Examining the Significance of IMC. Journal
of Advertising Research, 40 (5), 7-15.

Cova, B., and Cova, V.. (1997). The tribalization of society and its impact
on the conduct of marketing. European Journal of Marketing, 36
(5-6), 595-620.

Duncan, T.R. and Everett, S.E. (1993). Client Perceptions of Integrated
Marketing Communications. Journal of Advertising Research, 33
(3), 30-39.

Duncan, T.R. and Caywood, C. (1996). The concept, process, and evolution
of integrated marketing communication, in Thorson, E. & Moore, J.
(eds.) Integrated Communication: A Synergy of Persuasive Voices.
New dJersey: Lawrance Erlbaum Associates, 13-34.

Duncan, T.R. (2002). IMC: Using advertising and promotion to build
brands, International Edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Duncan, T., Moriarty, S. (1997). Driving brand value: Using integrated
marketing to drive stakeholders relationships. New York, NY:Mc-
Graw-Hill.

Eagle, L., Kitchen, P.,, Hyde K., Fourie, W. And Padisetti, M. (1999).
Perceptions of Integrated Marketing Communications among
Marketers and Ad Agency Executives in New Zealand. International
Journal of Advertising, 18 (1), 89-119.

Eagle, L., Kitchen, PJ. & Bulmer, S. (2007). Insights into interpreting
integrated marketing communications. European Journal of
Marketing, 41 (7/8), 956-970.

Ewing, M.T. (2009). Integrated marketing communications measurement
and evaluation. Journal of Marketing Communications, 15 (2-3),

103-117.
Farrelly F., Luxton S., Brace-Govan J. (2001). Marketing Bulletin, Article
2.

Gronroos, C. (2000). Service Management and Marketing — A Customer
Relationship Management Approach. Chichester: John Wiley &
Sons.

Katrandjiev, H.I. (2000). Some Aspects Of Measuring Integrated
Marketing Communications (IMC). Economics and Organization, 1
(8), 87 -93.

Kerr, G., Schultz, D., Patti, C. &Kim, I. (2008). An inside-out approach to
integrated marketing communication. International Journal of
Advertising, 27 (4), 511-548.

Tiiketici ve Tiiketim Arastirmalar: Dergisi



Pitfalls On Integrated Marketing Communications Measurement 77

Kitchen, P.J. (-2005). New Paradigm-IMC-Under Fire. Competitiveness
Review, 15 (1), 72-80.

Kitchen, P.J. and Schultz, D.E. (1997). Integrated Marketing
Communications in US advertising agencies: An exploratory study.
Journal of Advertising Research, 37 (5), 7-18.

Kitchen, P.J. and Schultz, D.E. (1999). A multi-country comparison of the
drive for IMC. Journal of Advertising Research, 39 (1), 21-38.

Kitchen, P. J., Brignell J., Li T. and Jones G. S. (2004). The Emergence of
IMC: A Theoretical Perspective. Journal of Advertising Research, 44
(1), 19-30.

Kitchen, PJ., Kim, I. & Schultz, D.E. (2008). Integrated Marketing
Communications: Practice Leads Theory. Journal of Advertising
Research, December 2008, 531-546.

Kliatchko, J. (2005). Towards a new definition of integrated marketing
communications. International Journal of Advertising, 24 (1), 7-34.

Kotler, P. (2003). Marketing Management- Analysis, Planning,
Implementation and Control, (11th ed). Englewood Cliffs NdJ:
Prentice Hall.

Kotler, P., Armstrong G. (2010). Principles of Marketing, (11th ed). New
Jersey: Pearson.

Lee, D.H. and Park, C.W. (2007). Conceptualization and Measurement of
Multidimensionality of Integrated Marketing Communications.
Journal of Advertising Research, 47 (3), 222-236.

Lee, N., Broderick A.J. and Chamberlain L. (2007). What is ‘neuromar-
keting’? A discussion and agenda for future research. International
Journal of Psychophysiology, 63, 199-204.

Low, G.S. (2000). Correlates of Integrated Marketing Communications.
Journal of Advertising Research, 40 (1 ), 27-39.

Miller, D.A. and Everett, S.E. (1993). Client Perceptions of Integrated
Marketing Communications. Journal of Advertising Research,
May/June 1993, 30-39.

Miller, D.A. and Rose, P.B. (1994). Integrated communications: A look at
reality. Public Relations Quarterly, 39 (1), 13.

Perkins, A., Algren, M. (2009). The Use of Integrated Marketing
Communications by U.S. Non-Profit Organizations. Retrieved May
2010 from Institute for Public Relations, Web site: www.institute-
forpr.org.

Phelps, J., Plumley, J. and Johnson, E. (1994). Integrated Marketing
Communications: Who Is Doing What? Proceedings of the 1994

Conference of the American Academy of Advertising, University of
Georgia, Athens, GA. 143-145.

Cilt 2 Say1 1, Haziran 2010



78 KUCUKOSMANOGLU/OZKECELY/AKGUL/SENER/KARAKAYA/CEVIK/ONDEK/DOLU/GEGEZ

Phelps, J., Johnson, E. (1996). Entering the Quagmire: Examining the
Meaning of Integrated Marketing Communications. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 2, 159-72.

Pickton, D., Broderick, A. (2005). Integrated Marketing Communications,
(2nd ed). New York: Prentice Hall.

Reid, M. (2005). Performance Auditing of Integrated Marketing
Communication (IMV) Actions and Outcomes, Journal of
Advertising, 34 (4), 41-54.

Schultz, D.E. (1991). Integrated Marketing Communications: The status
of integrated marketing communications programs in the US today.
Journal of Promotion Management, 1 (1), 99-104.

Schultz, D.E. (1993a). Integrated marketing communications: maybe def-
inition is in the point of view. Marketing News, 17 (27).

Schultz, D.E. (1993b). We simply can’t afford to go back to mass market-
ing. Marketing News, 27 (4), 20.

Schultz, D.E. (1999). Manage customers, not loyalty programs. Marketing
News, 33 (1), 35-36.

Schultz, D.E. (2002). New systems make China next hot pot. Marketing
News, 36 (1).

Schultz, D.E. (2006). Measure IMC’s whole-not just each part. Marketing
News, February.

Schultz, D.E., Tannenbaum, S.I. and Lauterborn, R.F. (1993). The new
marketing paradigm: Integrated marketing communications.
Chicago: NTC Business Books.

Schultz, D.E. and Kitchen, P.J. (2000a). The status of IMC: A 21st-centu-
ry perspective. World Advertising Research Center, Admap, 18-21.

Schultz, D. E. and Kitchen. P. J. (2000b). A Response to “Theoretical
Concept or Management Fashion? Journal of Advertising Research,
40 (5), 17-21.

Schultz, D.E. & Schultz, C.H. (2004). IMC: The Next Generation. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Schultz, D.E. and Patti, C.H. (2009). The Evolution of IMC: IMC in a cus-
tomer-driven marketplace. Journal of Marketing Communications,
15 (2/3), 75-84.

Semenik, R.J. (2002). Corrective Advertising: An Experimental
Evaluation of Alternative Communication Messages. Journal of
Advertising, 9, 3.

Shimp, T.A. (2000). Advertising promotion: Supplemental aspects of inte-
grated marketing communications, (5th Ed). Fort Worth, TX: The
Dryden Press.

Tiiketici ve Tiiketim Arastirmalar: Dergisi



79

Pitfalls On Integrated Marketing Communications Measurement

Smith, M.F. & Razzouk, N.Y. (1993). Improving classroom communication:
the case of the course syllabus. Journal of Education for Business,
68 (4), 215-221.

Smith, P., Berry, C., & Pulford, A. (1997). Strategic marketing communi-
cations: new ways to build and integrate communication. London:
Kogan Page.

Spake, D. F., D’Souza, G., Crutchfield, T.N., Morgan, R.M. (1999).
Advertising Agency Compensation: An Agency Theory Explanation.
Journal of Advertising, Vol. 28 (3), 53-72.

Swain, W.N. (2004). Perceptions of IMC after a Decade of Development:
Who’s at the Wheel, and how can We Measure Success? Journal of
Advertising Research, 44 (1), 46-65

Tortorici, A.J. (1991). Maximizing Marketing Communications through
Horizontal and Vertical Orchestration. Public Relations Quarterly,
36 (1), 20-22.

Zahay, D., Peltier, J., Schultz, D.E. & Griffin, A. (2004). The role of trans-
actional versus relational data in IMC programs: bringing customer
data together. Journal of Advertising Research, 44 (1), 3.

Cilt 2 Say1 1, Haziran 2010



