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This paper reviews the development of the concept of Integrated Marketing
Communications (IMC) in terms of its theoretical foundations through an exploratory
study of IMC within a judgment sample of U.S. advertising agencies (total estimated
billings-$20.4 billion). The paper considers the arguments advanced from both
academic and practitioner sides in relation to what IMC is and whether it offers
significant value to advertising agencies and their clients in the rapidly changing
communications marketspace leading toward the next millennium.

THIS PAPER IS ONE OF A SERIES relating to a continu-
ing, now becoming worldwide, investigation of
the emergent concept and field of Integrated Mar-
keting Communications (IMC). The original re-
search in this field began in 1991 by faculty at the
Medill  School of Journalism, Northwestern Uni-
versity, in the United States (Caywood  et al., 1991).
This paper extends knowledge on how the concept
of IMC is diffusing by providing an initial analysis
of data on how senior advertising agency execu-
tives perceive IMC use and development in the
United States. It provides a perspective on the cur-
rent state of IMC and levels of implementation and
usage in an important segment of the marketing
communications landscape. Additional studies
will follow with advertising agencies in India,
Australia, New Zealand, and Norway. A similar
study has already been conducted in the United
Kingdom. Results of that study are not included
here.

This paper represents an interactive effort
among three groups: the IMC faculty, Medill
School of Journalism, Northwestern University,
Evanston, Illinois, U.S.; the Research Centre for
Corporate and Marketing Communications,
Strathclyde University, Glasgow, Scotland, U.K.;
and the American Association of Advertising
Agencies (AAAA), New York, NY, U.S. The sec-
ond group was responsible for adapting and ex-
tending the original research study conducted by
Northwestern University in 1991 (Caywood  et al.,
1991). The study was furthered by the support of

the 4A’s  which provided not only a membership
list of active agencies for questionnaire distribu-
tion but a cover letter of support as well.

The research explored three related objectives:

1. To deepen understanding of how and in what
areas the IMC concept is developing in the
United States

2. To examine the extent to which a group of ma-
jor U.S. advertising agency executives are de-
veloping, practicing, or utilizing IMC on behalf
of their clients.

3. To understand the importance and value of tra-
ditional advertising agencies in a marketplace
where IMC is apparently becoming more
important.

The research is predicated on the dynamic that
there may well be wide variation and differing
views concerning what IMC conceptually repre-
sents and how it might be practiced. Thus, the
implementation of an integrated approach by ad-
vertising agencies for their clients may well differ
not only in thought but in practice. Thus the paper
is not necessarily concerned with either a consen-
sual or conclusive mission. Its overall aim is to
explore the multiple dimensions of the IMC con-
cept, thus helping underpin future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Prior to the study conducted by Caywood  et al.
(1991) there appears to be little or no formal dis-
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cussion or even description of what is
now called Integrated Marketing Commu-
nications. While doubtless there had been
practitioner discussions and trade press
articles, the Northwestern study, funded
by the 4A’s  and the Association of Na-
tional Advertisers (ANA) appears to be
the first formal, well-defined attempt to
bring some understanding of the concept
to the literature. Thus, most of the history
of IMC thinking and discussion is gener-
ally less than seven years old. While there
has been considerable debate and discus-
sion of the subject, i.e., who does it, how it
is done, etc., the formal presentation of re-
search, theory development, and other
materials by either practitioners or aca-
demics has been slow in coming.

Given its history, much of the IMC lit-
erature and learning has focused on the
explanation of IMC in the marketplace,
i.e., what it is, how it operates in the com-
munications arena, etc., rather than on
theory building or understanding of the
basic principles. These points must be
kept in mind, for while the literature is
sparse at this point, it is apparently grow-
ing rather rapidly.

Schultz (1991) formalized the IMC dis-
cussion in the United States by arguing
that nothing [in the United States] had re-
ceived as much publicity and discussion
at learned meetings, while seeing little
real activity, as had the concept of IMC in
1990. At that time most manufacturers
and marketing organizations in the
United States were still trying to sort
out the need for and value of IMC.
What is evident now, some six years
later, is that the concept is still undergo-
ing development.

A special issue of the Journal of Mnvkef-
ing Cornmmicafions  (1996) devoted to IMC
found virtually all the papers dealt with
theory building and/or identification of
key issues-in other words IMC still ap-
peared to be in a pre-paradigm as op-

There does not, at this time, appear to be any consistent
or mutually agreed upon definition, description, or pro-
cess to identify what is IMC and what it is not.

posed to a post-paradigm state. This is as
expected for integration is not the norm in
Western cultures despite papers to the
contrary (Kotler, 1972, 1986, 1997; Kitchen
and Proctor, 1991; Kitchen, 1993, 1994,
1996; Kitchen and Moss, 1995; Duncan,
1993,1995;  Duncan and Everett, 1993; No-
velli, 1989-1990; Waterschoot and van
Bulte, 1992). However, most mainstream
marketing texts and more specialized
books on marketing communications have
practically all adopted some type of inte-
grated communication approach or per-
spective (Kotler, 1997; Zikmund and
D’Amico, 1996; Shimp, 1993; Belch and
Belch, 1995; Krugman et al., 1994),  a sure
sign that IMC is progressing into accept-
ability and is becoming entrenched as per-
ceived “academic wisdom” in general
marketing.

While various authors and researchers
have developed some type of IMC ap-
proach or concept for their teaching and
research, each appears to have done so in-
dependent of the others, or at least each
has developed the concept from his or her
own view. There does not, at this time,
appear to be any consistent or mutually
agreed upon definition, description, or
process to identify what is IMC and what
it is not. Thus, while the subject is gener-
ally accepted in the marketing literature,
at this point there are still many grey areas
which are in need of clarification,

Against this groundswell of academic
opinion, ably supported by case study
material (mainly U.S. in origin), discor-
dant voices can be heard asking “what’s
new?” (Hutton, 1995; Wolter, 1993; Grif-
fin, 1997); or “what does IMC actually

mean?” (Phelps et al., 1994; Nowak and
Phelps, 1994). The real issue expressed
by many academics and practitioners
(Kitchen, 1996) is that IMC may be no
more than another management “fad,” no
different from Total Quality Management
(TQM) or reengineering or Efficient Cus-
tomer Response (ECR). Indeed, these ex-
perts argue that IMC is simply another
term used, perhaps to embrace many al-
ready well-known notions, or a minority
concern voiced by those anxious to differ-
entiate themselves in some way from the
mainstream, perhaps “much ado about
nothing.”

It could be argued that these latter ar-
guments are missing the point. Insofar as
marketing communications is concerned,
most activities in the past have focused on
breaking down concepts and activities
into ever more finite specializations. Few
marketing or communications approaches
have involved integration or holistic
thinking. It appears that much marketing
thought is driven by the basics of seg-
ments and segmentation. So, despite the
development of integrative or systems
thinking, particularly in the area of mar-
keting and marketing communications,
this may not be reflected in companies
practicing communications or in advertis-
ing agencies servicing their needs. Indeed,
generally, the decomposition of existing
systems and processes underpins the na-
ture of social science investigation, that is,
to separate, reduce, or individualize ac-
tivities and events, the assumption appar-
ently being that if the parts of the subject
can be understood, the whole can be un-
derstood as well. So, the concept of inte-
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gration, while conceptually sound, may be
met with skepticism, challenge, even re-
jection by both academicians and practi-
tioners alike. Certainly specialists, say in
advertising or direct marketing or sales
promotion, may not want to see the
whole, only their part of it.

Recent studies have tended to show that
while IMC is welcomed, accepted, and at-
tempted elsewhere, its prevalence may
not be as strong as in the United States
(Rose, 1996). Its practice is still indetermi-
nate in global communication strategies
(Grein and Gould, 1996) despite the over-
arching integration of advertising and
only advertising in global promotional
campaigns (Keegan, 1995). Further, evi-
dence (Duncan and Caywood,  1996) tends
to support the view that IMC is contingent
on the extensive use of behavioral (prefer-
ably individualized) databases (Jackson
and Wang, 1994; Junu, 1993) which under-
pin the process of active organizational
learning in order to develop increasingly
sophisticated integrated marketing com-
munication techniques and activities.

Since databases are often considered to
be so critical to the development and prac-
tice of IMC, it is worth considering how
these are evolving on a global scale. To
alleviate the concerns that a behavioral
database is required for the practice of in-
tegrated marketing communications, an
emerging concept of what a database is
and what data is or may be needed to
practice IMC in a less research-developed
economy should be considered. Increas-
ingly, the concept of a database is taken to
include all the information which an orga-
nization can gather on both customers and
consumers (Schultz, 1996). While there is
often a critical lack of consumer or end-
user data in channel-delivered systems,
business-to-business and service organi-
zations have considerable internal data.
This allows them to develop the required
behavioral databases. Indeed, even within

fast-moving consumer goods organiza-
tions, there is substantial customer (chan-
nel) data which could provide the basis
for the development of a consumer (end-
user) database. Unfortunately, it is the
lack of connection or cooperation between
marketing, sales, and research which pre-
vents the use of this systemwide data. So,
it may be that the lack of actual data is
more a function of the lack of internal abil-
ity to gather existing data than it is one of
lack of actual marketplace information
(Schultz, 1996).

From this scenario two arguments arise:
The first, in favor of integration, centers
on rapidly diffusing information tech-
nologies which are impacting the market-
place, consumers, media, and distribution
of products and services (Shocker et al.,
1994). This argument has been particu-
larly well advanced by Rayport  and Svio-
kla (1994) whose approach to retailing as
“marketspace” rather than “marketplace”
leads to a wide variety of supporting ar-
guments for new forms of electronic com-
munication which impact not only exist-
ing systems but evolve into new forms
such as the World Wide Web and the
nebulous Internet (Kitchen and Wheeler,
1997). These arguments, though led by
U.S. academics and practitioners, are find-
ing some correspondence in the literature,
albeit embryonic and emergent, drawn
from the international market. The second
argument against IMC challenges the ap-
proaches as being nothing more than tra-
ditional marketing and advertising
dressed up in new clothes and given a
new title. Such an argument suggests that
integration is nothing new, that it revolves
around an academic argument, and has
few real managerial implications (Sloan,
1994; Griffin, 1997). The latter would ap-
pear to be an argument that would find
some correspondence in many practi-
tioner groups. Therefore the time is ripe
for an exploratory academic study, tack-

ling not companies, but advertising agen-
cies in the United States. Results of this
initial study follow.

METHODOLOGY

The study was based upon the “construct
explication” approach. IMC was defined,
both conceptually and operationally, and
“real world” measurements were then de-
veloped through a series of scaled ques-
tions. The conceptual definition of IMC
used in this research was:

IMC is a concept of marketing commu-
nications planning that recognizes the
added value of a comprehensive plan
that evaluates the strategic roles of a
variety of communications disciplines
(for example, general advertising, di-
rect response, sales promotion, and
publ i c  re la t ions )  and  combines
these disciplines to provide clarity,
consistency, and maximum communi-
cations impact (Schultz, 1993).

Operational exploration focused on ar-
eas related to this definition. The original
research instrument was developed to
quantify perceived conceptual and opera-
tional aspects of IMC and was adapted
from the original Northwestern Univer-
sity study (Caywood  et al., 1991). Thus,
some comparisons of the U.S. adoption
and development in 1990 and the diffu-
sion of the concept in 1997 are possible.

The research instrument was an 89-
item, self-administered questionnaire (es-
timated completion time-30 minutes).
Questions were organized into three ma-
jor topic areas, each related to the three
objectives: (1) reaction to the definition; (2)
personal and organizational demograph-
ics; (3) agreement or otherwise with con-
tingent statements using a IO-point Likert
s c a l e  ( l - s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  t o  lo-
strongly agree). The remainder of the
questions were categorical, descriptive, or
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open-ended. The questionnaire, originally
developed by the faculty at Northwestern
University, was adapted and extended. It
was then pretested by submission to ex-
perts at the 4A’s  and via screening by 10
industry practitioners.

Questionnaires were sent to a selected
list of members of the 4A’s  in the United
States which was provided by that orga-
nization. Each questionnaire was accom-
panied by a cover letter from the research-
ers along with a letter of support from the
CEO of the 4A’s  encouraging participa-
tion. A postage-paid envelope was en-
closed. Respondents could request a sum-
mary of the research findings. The ques-
tionnaire was sent via first-class mail to
4A members in fall 1996. A follow-up
mailing was made in early 1997. By the
cut-off date 126 usable responses had been
received, a response rate of 28 percent.
Thus perceptions of IMC as given relate
purely to a judgment sample of advertis-
ing agency executives who were members
of the 4A’s.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Who responded

Responses were received from agency ex-
ecutives with titles ranging from presi-
dent, CEO/chairman to chief integration
officer, director of integrated marketing,
account supervisor, research director, and
even creative director. Respondents have
spent an average of 13.4 years with their
current firm. Of the respondents, the ma-
jority (65) possessed a bachelor’s degree,
36 possessed a graduate degree, and 22
possessed a post-graduate degree. Only 3
of the total of 126 respondents had an ed-
ucational level lower than a bachelor’s
degree.

Executives from agencies of all sizes re-
sponded to the survey. The mean annual
gross billings were $161.98 million (range
from $18 thousand to $6 billion). Gross

TABLE 1
Respondent by Billings

Agency Billing

(last reported annual figure

Number of % of Total

Agencies Respondents

Small 6 9 54.76

Medium 24 19.04. .

Large 28 22.22

Missing Data 5 3.96.

Total 126 100.00

billings were used to stratify the size of
agency to enhance the analysis for specific
questions. Agencies were arbitrarily di-
vided into three categories: small (billings
less than $50 million), medium (billings
from $50 to $100 million), and large (bill-
ings greater than $100 million). Table 1
shows the number of responses from
agencies in the three groups. As can be
seen, responses were skewed toward
smaller agencies, i.e., $50 million or less in
billings.

Amount of time devoted to client

IMC programs

Table 2 indicates the amount of time
agency executives estimated they devoted
to IMC programs on behalf of client firms.
Most agencies are spending a substantial
portion of their time assisting clients with
Integrated Marketing Communications
programs. Table 2 shows that 75 percent
of all agencies responding devote at least
25 percent of their client time to IMC pro-
grams. And, a full 25 percent report
spending 75 percent + of their client time
on IMC programs.

To develop further understanding of
how much time is being devoted to client
IMC programs, the data from the table
above was cross-tabulated with agency-
size information. The results are shown in
Table 3. One hazard of separating the

agencies by size is that the number of re-
spondents in each cell becomes quite
small. But, to fully understand the size of
agency involved in IMC programs, this
was necessary.

It is interesting to note that almost 60
percent of small agencies devote over 50
percent of their time to IMC programs for
clients. Only 46 percent of medium and 36
percent of large agencies responding de-
vote over 50 percent to client IMC pro-
grams. Also of interest is the high percent-
age of medium-size agencies reporting
over 75 percent of their time devoted to
IMC and a much lower percentage for
large agencies at about 17 percent. Almost

TABLE 2
Amount of Time Devoted to
IMC Programs for Client
Firms

Amount of Percentage Distribution

Time (%) for All Agencies

.

10% or less 9.68. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
10 to 24% 15.32. . . . . . . . . . . . ..__._._................................................. . .

25 to 49% 25.00. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
50 to 74% 25.00. .
75% or more 25.00
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TABLE 3
Amount of Time Devoted to IMC by Agency Size

Agency Size Amount of Time Devoted Total Number % of That Agency Size

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
Small under 10% 8 11.59.

10% to 24% 5 7.25.
25% to 49% 15 21.74. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
50% to 74% 2 4 34.78.
over 75% 17 24.64

Total of small 6 9 100.00.
Medium under 10% 1 4.17. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................

10% to 24% 4 16.67

25% to 49% 8 33.33.
50% to 74% 2 8.33. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
over 75% 9 37.50

Total of Medium 2 4 100.00

Large under 10% 4 14.29

10% to 24% 7 25.00. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
25% to 49% 7 25.00

50% to 74% 5 17.86

over 75% 5 17.86. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
Total of Large 2 8 100.00

40 percent of large agencies reported
spending less than 25 percent of their time
developing client IMC programs while
small and medium were both about half
that. This data appears to confirm the
industry perception that small agen-
cies spend more time devoted to client
IMC programs than do large or larger
agencies.

IMC impact on budgets

Agency executives believe client budgets
will be positively effected by Integrated
Marketing Communications activities.
Two-thirds of respondent agencies feel
that Integrated Marketing Communica-
tions will have a positive effect on client
budgets. There has often been concern

that the adoption or use of IMC ap-
proaches will result in lower or decreased
client spending. Such is not the case based
on the response from agencies in the sur-
vey. Table 4 shows the responses for agen-

TABLE 4

ties who work with clients who practice
IMC and those who do not.

The discussion of budgets and budget-
ing now leads to where and how client
moneys are being spent. Table 5 shows the
client budget breakdown for 1996.

Advertising, for clients who in the opin-
ion of U.S. advertising agencies are not
considered integrated, accounts for almost
60 percent of client communication bud-
gets. The Standard Deviation column is a
measure of the dispersion around the
mean. Thus, the budget allocation for Ad-
vertising could have been as high as 77
percent or as low as 41 percent depending
on the respondent. In comparison, Direct
Marketing could be as low as 3 percent or
as high as 21 percent, a substantially lower
variability around the mean.

How agencies are compensated for IMC

IMC has also raised questions about
agency compensation. Table 6 shows
a summary of agency compensation
methods.

Of the 126 total agencies who re-
sponded to the question regarding mode
of compensation 82 had some part of their
compensation received as a “fee.” The tra-
ditional mode of compensation based on
commissions is very low compared to the
other forms, with the “mix of commission
and fee” being the second highest.

When asked to respond to the state-
ment, “Clients will compensate agencies

Client Budget Changes in 1996

No. for

No. for % of the Integrated % of

Client Budget Will: All Clients Total Agencies Clients Total Agencies

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
Increase 92 73.0 8 4 66.6. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..............................
Remain the same 25 19.8 32 25.4. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
Decrease 4 3.1 5 4.0. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................................
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TABLE 5
Nonintegrated Clients’ Budget Allocations for 1996

Standard

Function Mean Deviation Count

“.......‘..............,............... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~..............~.......~
Advertising 5 9 18 8 1“‘...‘..“.......‘..,,........  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~..................~...
Sales Promotion 18 13 75‘.............................,......  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~.......................~........~....
Marketing-PR 9 8 70"'......".......'.........  ...,......  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~...~..
Direct Marketing 12. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 73. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

TABLE 6
Compensation System

Mode of Number of

Compensation Agencies

Full commission 47. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Reduced commission 32,
Fee 82. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Project basis 51. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mix of Commission and fee 77

for additional responsibilities of develop-
ing integrated programs,” there was a
mean response score of 5.82, meaning
only a few more agency executives agree
with the statement than those who do not.
Thus, it does not appear agencies believe
they will be paid more for developing
IMC programs.

WHAT IS IMC?

A definition for IMC was proposed. It
was:

IMC is a concept of marketing commu-
nications planning that recognizes the
added value of a comprehensive plan
that evaluates the strategic roles of a
variety of communications disciplines
(for example, general advertising, di-
rect response, sales promotion, and

public relations) . . . . and combines
these disciplines to provide clarity,
consistency, and maximum communi-
cations impact (Schultz, 1993).

Respondents were asked if this particular
definition captures the meaning of IMC.
Table 7 shows the response to that ques-
tion and includes respondent comments
about the definition.

The scale for the question went from (1)
Strongly Disagree to (10) Strongly Agree.
The mean response value of 6.31 shows
there is some agreement but no real con-
viction. From the comments, it appears
that, while conceptually most respondents

agreed with the definition, they seemed to
be looking for an additional input about
the measurability and execution: needing
ways to operationalize the concept. Some
comments implied that the strength of
IMC lay in focusing on specific target
markets and in its execution, not just
planning.

Are there barriers to IMC

implementation?

Agency executives were asked about bar-
riers involved in effectively implementing
IMC for clients. Their responses are sum-
marized in Table 8. It is apparent that
agencies are quite confident IMC can be
implemented in client organizations. It is
also apparent that agencies feel they are
qualified to work across SBLJs  at a client
company and believed they could do a
better job if one agency handled more of
the client business.

Of interest in the agency responses is
the strong disagreement that IMC pro-
grams will increase costs or that extra staff
will be required to manage an IMC pro-
gram. Thus, even with the perhaps in-
creased efforts needed to integrate,
agency executives apparently believe cost
is not an IMC problem.

TABLE 7
Reactions of IMC Definition

Statement Mean Standard Deviation

Definition captures IMC meaning 6.31 2.26....................  . . . . . . .......,. ~......~..~...~...................................................,..........,,.......,....,,,,....,,,,,...,.....,,,,,,,,~
Comments:
. . . . . . . . ..‘.......................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....~..
IntegratiOn iS about letting an idea drive how and when media is used.. . . . . . , . . . . . ,
The starting point is consumer and the product message......... ............... .......... .... .................. ........ ....... ............... ........................................................................

Need to add an element of measurement/quantification analysis............. .... ............. ............... ..... ................................................... .........................................................

It is more than planning-it is results oriented.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~..................................................................................................................,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
It is influencing the client’s decision process from awareness to point-of-sale.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~...................................................................,...................,.....,.....................,,.,
It starts with an integrated strategy which all disciplines can work against..~..............................................................................................................,...,.....................,.,,.......,
Add that it starts with the consumer’s needs.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................................
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TABLE 8
Perceived Barriers to IMC Programs

Standard

Abbreviated Statement Mean Deviation

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . , .
IMC programs at one agency help bring client SBUs together. 7.04 2.19. . . . .

Requires client staff to be more generalist. 6.31 2.26. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . .._...............................................................................
Integrated agencies do not have talent in all marcom areas. 5.99 2.61. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...... ....................
IMC means client staff have to develop new skills. 5.68 2.42. . .
IMC gives a few individuals too much control. 5.54 2.46. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................... ......
Clients decide the “what” and “how” of IMC programs. 5.17 2.37. . . . , , . , . ,

Client staff lack expertise to undertake IMC programs. 5.17 2.32.I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................................
Client centralization difficulties. 4.78 2.35. , . . . , . . . . ,
Client organizational structures constrain IMC development. 4.73 2.62. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............  , ......... .....
Goes against client’s corporate culture. 4.15 2.21, . . . .
Over-dependence on single suppliers. 4.12 2.42. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........................

IMC implies additional staff to manage programs. 3.69 2.02. . . , . , , ,

IMC programs modification difficulties. 3.27 2.09, . . . . . ,
Provides advertising agencies too much control. 3.23 1.84. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............................
Increased cost. 2.89 1.81

CONTINGENT ISSUES

We now explore some more specific areas
of agency views of IMC. The first of these
relates to internal beliefs and cnnsider-
ations  about IMC. Major aspects are sum-
marized in Table 9.

The strong agreement that IMC would
“increase impact,” make “creative ideas
more effective ,“ and provide “greater
communication consistency” all support
the agency view that IMC could and
would improve client returns from their
marketing communication investments.
However, it is not clear whether agency
executives feel clients will achieve a
greater control over their budget or re-
sponsibilities. Agency executives also do
not agree they can provide faster solu-
tions, or more effective measurement if
they apply IMC, perhaps indicating that
while agencies recognize the potential

value of IMC, they are not certain about its
time and cost efficiencies.

Table 10 shows how agency executives
perceive their client organizations and
their drive toward integration. Respon-
dents believe the drive for Integrated Mar-
keting Communications is coming mostly
from marketing personnel (mean 7.44),
then advertising (mean 7.02),  followed by
other corporate functions (mean 6.63),  and
less likely from sales (mean 5.57). One of
the challenges to further adoption of IMC
will be the degree to which various
groups across organizations grasp the
concepts and implement the process of
IMC.

Can one agency do IMC?

Respondents to the survey did not agree
that clients will work with a variety of un-
affiliated agencies. Respondents do agree,

however, that agencies will have to offer a
broader spectrum of services in an IMC
environment. Table 11 shows how respon-
dents agreed or disagreed with various
statements.

Agency executives do not strongly ex-
pect clients to work with large numbers of
unaffiliated agencies to provide market-
ing communication solutions. The broader
range of services may be related to a “one
stop” shopping mentality for all market-
ing communications tactical needs, but it
also may be more than that. Clients may
be expecting more involvement in strate-
gic development, customer information
gathering, or a whole spectrum of services
along the value chain.

Agency executives also seem to guard-
edly agree that clients will continue to uti-
lize external marcom people and facilities.
They don‘t agree with any certainty that
advertising agencies will work more
closely with public relations, direct mar-
keting, or sales promotion agencies. This
leaves the responsibility for integration, in
the opinion of the agency, squarely on the
shoulders of the marketer and not the
agency.

IMC AND MEASUREMENT

Clients and agencies developing and ex-
ecuting IMC programs do not perceive
IMC as avoiding the issue of measure-
ment. Table 12 shows responses to ques-
tions specifically dealing with the issue of
measuring the effects, value, or return on
marketing spending.

There is, however, no strong agreement
on whether the measurements currently
used can be effective in measuring IMC
programs. How to measure IMC pro-
grams seems to be an issue that most ex-
ecutives are not able to clearly answer,
though it is a criteria which is very impor-
tant to them. Some of the suggestions for
measurement were:
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ABLE 9
jternal Beliefs and Considerations about IMC

Standard

bbreviated Statement Mean Deviation

...........................................................................................................................................................

1.43lcreased impact 9.41........................................................... ........................ ........................................................................

;reative ideas more effective when IMC used 9.41 1.43................................................................. ................................................................. ..........................

Greater communications consistency 9.31 1.16....................................... ....................................... ............. .................................................................

ncreases impact of marcom programs 9.24 1.11....................................................................................... .....................................................................

Increases importance of one brand personality, one voice 8.53 1.76......................................................................................................... ............. .......................................

Enables greater client control OVer marketing Communication 8.47 1.42....................................... ..................................................... .................................................................

Helps eliminate miScOmmUnications
that can occur when several agencies are used 8.26 2.05...................................................................................................................... .......................................

Greater client control over their Communication budget 7.89 3.63.............................................................. ...............................................................................................

provides client with greater professional expertise 7.49 2.19................................................................................ ......................................... ....................................

IMC necessitates fewer meetings 7.01 2.51.............................................................................. ...............................................................................

Enables client consolidation of responsibilities 6.94 2.12.................................................... .........................................................................................................
Agency can provide faster SOkItiOns 6.91 2.39................................................................ ............................ .................................................................
provides method for effective measurements 6.87 2.43................................................................. ............. ...............................................................................
Reduces cost of marcom programs 6.82 2.41................................................................. ............................................................................... .............

TABLE11 Is IMC a fad?

Perceived Interaction among Different Communication
Agencies

JMC does not appear to be a fad. It is be-
ing driven into client organizations due to
real business needs and is not the “phi-
losophy of the day.” Agency executives
note a number of reasons for the adoption
of IMC by many clients. Table 13 shows
responses to questions regarding where
IMC is coming from and why it is moving
ahead.

Standard

Abbreviated Statement Mean Deviation

.................................................................
.......................

............................................................

.........

Agency will offer a broader range of services. 9.09 1.48........................................................................... ............. .....................................................................

Clients expect closer interaction between advertising agencies. 7.42 2.73.................................................................... ........... ................................................................. .............

Client firms reliance on external marcom personnel. 7.25 2.01................................................... ....................................... ...................................................................

Clients expect closer interaction between PR and ad agency. 6.55 2.76
................................... ............................................................................. .............................................

Clients expect closer interaction between direct
marketing and ad agency. 6.51 2.98.............................................. ................................................. ..............................................................

Clients expect closer interaction between Sales
promotion and ad agency. 6.21 3.28..................................... ........................................... .............................................................................

Clients to work with variety of unaffiliated agencies. 5.54 2.63.......................... ...................................................................................................................................

TABLE10
Drive for IMC

The Drive for IMC comes from: Mean

. .._....... . ..,..... . . . . .. . , . ,

Marketing Personnel 7.44
. ,.,..,_...... ..,._._..............

Advertising personnel 7.02..,...... .. . . . . .
Other corporate functions 6.63. . . .._........_.,..................

Sales group 5.57
. . .

Other 3.33. . . . . . . . . . . ..,.............. . . . . .. ,..._,_.....

l Each element needs to be measured in-
dividually.

l The total program should be evaluated
against its objectives and goals.

l The objectives should be measurable.
l Results should be measured.

From the responses to these questions it
is clear that no satisfactory methodology
is currently known to agency executives
or their clients to measure marketing
communications effectiveness. Or, if there
is such a methodology available, it has not
been sufficiently disseminated among
IMC practitioners, especially agency
executives.

The first three statements from Table 13,
which have the highest means, are the fac-
tors that express the “concept” (synergy

among promotional tools), “belief’ (recog-
nizing that future success depends on
helping clients), and “tool” (rapid growth
and development of database marketing)

TA
IMI-

Abt

. . . .
IM(. . . . .

IMI. . . . .
IM. . . .

Ti
Iv-

A

C. .
r

r

c
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TABLE 12
IMC measurement Issues

Standard

Abbreviated Statement Mean Deviation

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
IMC evaluation relies on measurements similar to those used. 5.56 2.53.
IMC makes evaluation of Marcoms’ effectiveness more difficult. 3.29 2.37. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
IMC neatly sidesteps the issue of measuring program. 2.61 1.96. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............................

TABLE 13
Marketing Communication Criteria

Standard

Abbreviated Statement Mean Deviation

. .
call for synergy among promotional tools 8.04 1.65. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................................
rapid growth and development of database marketing 7.55 2.11.
recognizing that future success depends on helping clients 7.46 2.15. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
emergence of a variety of compensation methods 7.39 2.25. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................................
rapid growth of IMC importance 7.34 2.05. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
fragmentation of media markets 6.92 2.31. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................................
ongoing revolution changing rules of marketing 6.88 2.36

changing role of advertising agencies 6.84 2.61. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................................
changes in media buying practices 6.34 2.25

shift in marketplace power from manufacturers to retailers 5.86 2.34. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
shift in advertising dollars to sales promotion 5.53 2.31. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............................
escalating price competition 5.21 2.06. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................
lack of the “rules of marketing” 5.12 3.07

recognizing that traditional advertising is too expensive 4.94 2.29. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................

of IMC. Because of the acceptance of these
concepts, it is logical that the response to
“rapid growth of IMC importance” has a
high degree of agreement.

Also in Table 13, there are sets of que-
ries that explore the changes occurring in
the marketplace. From the above re-
sponses we see that agency executives ac-
knowledge that some of the traditional
rules of communication and marketing
are changing, which require substantial

change in communication objectives and
attitudes.

DISCUSSION

With this survey, we have attempted to
develop and provide a baseline of how
IMC is considered, developing, and what
agency executives in the United States be-
lieve will result from this new concept. It
does appear from the survey that agency
leaders believe IMC is an important con-

cept and approach and believe that their
clients feel the same. There are, however,
questions and concerns, chief of which
seems to be how IMC programs should or
could be evaluated. Intellectually, most
agency executives seem to agree that “in-
tegration” and “IMC” are good ideas.
They seem to have less evidence of why
this is so or how the increased value of an
integrated approach over more traditional
discipline-related campaigns might be
measured.

As was apparent in the initial study by
Caywood  et al., agency executives agreed
that integration must come from the cli-
ent. Agencies, no matter how skilled or
capable, simply can’t integrate a client’s
marketing communication programs un-
less the client leads the way. Agency ex-
ecutives do appear to believe that, given
client support, they can create effective
marketing communication programs
across business units and divisions, but
they are reliant on the client organization
to commit to the process.

From this study, it does appear that
IMC has moved from the “what is it?” to
the “how can we do it?” stage of devel-
opment in the United States. Agency ex-
ecutives appear to believe that IMC is im-
portant, that it is good for their clients,
and are ready to “get on with it.” Some
nagging concerns still appear to be evi-
dent. The compensation issue appears to
be one. Measurement, as mentioned ear-
lier, is another. And, the issue of how the
agency can become skilled and capable in
all areas of communication is another.
These are not easy issues to address nor
does there appear to be much agreement
among agency leaders how this might be
done.

As noted in the tables, many of the
questions asked had mean values in the 5
to 6 range. This meant that as many dis-
agreed as agreed and that, perhaps more
important, the agency executives neither
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agreed nor disagreed with many of the
questions asked. They either had no
strong feelings one way or the other or did
not know how to respond to the chal-
lenges which IMC presents. This seems to
open the door for all types of research to
help build a solid theoretical and practical
approach to IMC.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

From this study, it is clear that compensa-
tion, measurement, and IMC develop-
ment in terms of execution and implemen-
tation of integrated programs appear to be
the key areas for future research. This is to
be expected in any emerging field and
IMC certainly appears to be that in the
United States. The measurement issue
seems to be particularly important. While
agency executives believe IMC has value,
measurement, which would justify these
“gut feelings,” appears to be critical to the
development of the area. If there is no evi-
dence that an IMC approach is better than
or more effective than the traditional ap-
proaches agencies have been using, it is
likely clients and agencies both will and
should challenge the need for such IMC
programs. Thus, measurement would
appear to be a key element for future
research.

The second major area for additional re-
search is that of how clients and agencies
can or should work together to develop
and implement an IMC program. Clients
apparently believe, and agencies agree,
that the client must drive the integration
process. Yet, having one group drive the
process creates major issues for the
agency. How do and how should clients
and agencies work together in this new
communication arena? That appears to be
a critical question.

Finally, in theory building, an agreed-
upon and agreeable definition of the sub-
ject is critical. Given the responses to the

agree/disagree question on the IMC defi-
nition we supplied, it does not appear
there is widespread agreement on the
Schultz definition. A mean score of 6.31
does not give that definition resounding
support. Thus, one of the major issues for
the academic community, if IMC is to de-
velop a theory base, is to develop a more
acceptable or relevant definition. Until
that is done, we will likely find ourselves
continuing to disagree on what IMC is
and how we might practice it. @
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66A landmark in the state of global thinking about marketing,
marketing research, and how customers make choices.” *

Drawing on 40 years of marketing research experience and informed by a rich analysis of
studies from scores of Fortune 500 companies, Eric Marder’s important new book presents
a transforming examination of how people make choices.

“The laws and principles Eric
Marder formulates will serve as
guideposts for the next era of
marketing.”

- BE T T Y  SPROULE*,
Strategic Planning Manager,

Hewlett Packard

“Rarely does deep insight inter-
sect so completely with hard
data . . . . Extremely readable.”

- DE N N I S  Q .  MLJRL,HY,
Director, Worldwide Marketing

Communications Research, IBM
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“Eric Marder has a way of taking
concepts that are often vague in
other hands.. . and producing
a simple, sharp picture of any
subject with which he deals.
Senior executives who want to
make money will find gems in
this book.”

-PAUL%HRAGER,
former Senior Vice President,

Americas, Scott Paper Company
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