
M o re than a dozen ye a rs

ago, my colleagues at

No rth we ste rn Un i ve rs i t y

and I developed the con-

c e pt of inte gra ted market-

ing communications (IMC).

In those early ye a rs, we

a rgued that consiste n t

fo rms, methods and uses of

communication could provide advanta ge s

and ret u rns to both the marketing orga n i-

zation and the consumer. (Re m e m b e r,

this was befo re the commercialization of

the Web and the Inte rn et, and oth e r

fo rms of inte ra c t i ve communication th a t

h ave so ra d i c a l ly ch a n ged how we th i n k

about communications imp a c t . )

E a rly on, the mega - a d ve rtising age n-

cies backed the idea of inte gration. They

s aw it as a way to become the one-sto p

shop for all an adve rt i s e r’s needs. They

coined the phrase “one sight, one sound”

s u g ge sting that th ey, and th ey alone,

could bring all the markete r’s communi-

cations pro grams to geth e r. But too ofte n ,

th ey couldn’t. They never got the func-

tional agencies th ey had purch a s e d — ge n-

e ra l ly sales pro m otion, public re l a t i o n s ,

d i rect marketing and the like — to wo rk

to geth e r, simp ly because th ey continued

to opera te them as independent entities.

So, while adve rtising agencies ge n e ra l ly

s u p p o rted inte gration, th ey never qu i te

a ch i eved it.

Media orga n i z a-

tions tried inte gra t i o n

by putting to geth e r

p a cka ges of media

p ro p e rties th ey

owned or contro l l e d ,

using combination

o ffe rs, such as, “Buy

these two and we’ l l

th row in the th i rd .”

T h ey had the same

p roblem. The media

b a rons couldn’t get

their pro p e rties to

wo rk to gether we l l

enough to make th e

p roposition inte re st-

ing to adve rt i s e rs .

M o re re c e n t ly, a new crop of media

a gencies emerged. “Media-neutral” has

been their catch p h rase, which essentially

means th ey supposedly sta rt with a blank

s l a te and plan media pro grams fro m

s c ra t ch. Genera l ly, that tra n s l a tes as not

sta rting with a base te l evision sch e d u l e ,

but instead trying to find combinations of

media that somehow are more invo lv i n g ,

e ffe c t i ve or efficient than the tra d i t i o n a l

media planning systems that have been in

place for 50 ye a rs. Those concepts have n’ t

seemed to wo rk eith e r.

No one has successfully illust ra te d ,

d e m o n st ra ted or proven that an inte gra t-

ed pro gram wo rked bet ter than a noninte-

gra ted one.

C e rta i n ly th e re have been atte mpt s .

Pe rs o n a l ly, I have rev i ewed at least fo u r

Ph.D. dissertations that have tried to

p rove that inte gration is a value-adding

p rocess. I have pro b a b ly seen 30 or more

a rticles and papers over the same peri o d .

E a ch has tried to develop some basis fo r

d e m o n st rating that an inte gra ted commu-

nications pro gram wo rks bet ter than a

n o n i n te gra ted one. Genera l ly, those have

been without success as we l l .

Re c e n t ly, the evidence most of us have

sought to support inte gration and an IMC

a p p ro a ch fi n a l ly appeare d .

Writing in the November 2003 issue of

the J o u rnal of Marketing Research, two

p ro fe s s o rs, Prasad A. Na i k, associate pro-

fessor of management at the Un i ve rsity of

C a l i fo rnia, Dav i s’ Gra d u a te School of

M a n a gement, and Ka lyan Raman, pro fe s-

sor of marketing at the Un i ve rsity of
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M i ch i gan, Flint’s School of Manage m e n t ,

seem to have bro ken the code on inte gra-

tion—at least on media inte gration. In

their wo rk, th ey have shown why and how

media inte gration occurs and the value it

can provide a marketing orga n i z a t i o n .

The key is synerg y: Media wo rk bet te r

to gether in combination than th ey do

alone. And while the idea is not new, it has

t ra d i t i o n a l ly been difficult to prove .

Naik and Raman have provided a

m ethodology to identify the media syner-

gy that ex i sts within a pro m otional pro-

gra m — that is, the increased effects th e

same marketing communications message

a p p e a ring in diffe rent media can have on

p roduct sales over time.

M a ny market and media re s e a rch e rs

h ave long suspected that some type of syn-

e rg i stic effects would occur if th ey ran var-

ious fo rms of media elements to geth e r.

But identifying this synergy in the mass

media has been most difficult to prove ,

p a rt i c u l a rly in te rms of connecting th e

results to actual market sales.

D i rect marketing pro fessionals have

u n d e rstood media synergy for ye a rs. Fo r

exa mple, th ey know running mass media

in support of a direct mail drop commonly

ge n e ra tes gre a ter response than eith e r

alone. What has been missing from th e

mass media, howeve r, has been the ability

to identify which medium was the most

i mp o rtant, driving the gre a te st amount of

sales. That’s what Naik and Raman have

p rov i d e d .

Pe rhaps the most imp o rtant thing Na i k

and Raman have done is develop a sta t i st i-

cal methodology that can be imp l e m e n te d

using data the marketing orga n i z a t i o n

t y p i c a l ly has available, such as histo ri c a l

sales results and communications inve st-

ments. For their exa mple, Naik and

Raman used marketplace data and bra n d

a d ve rtising from the mid-1990s on Dock-

e rs brand menswear to demonst ra te th e i r

a p p ro a ch. 

In total, using the Naik and Ra m a n

a p p ro a ch, a marketer can bet ter dete r-

mine how much to inve st in which adve r-

tising medium, which media fo rm or

fo rms to use, which one to emp h a s i z e ,

h ow to bet ter understand adve rtising car-

ryover effects and seve ral other tra d i t i o n-

a l ly difficult media allocation qu e stions.  

M o st imp o rta n t ly, at least to those of us

who have been toiling in the IMC arena fo r

some time, Naik and Raman have prov i d-

ed the fi rst gl i mpse of the imp o rtance and

value of inte gration, at least in the selec-

tion and use of mass media fo rms to sup-

p o rt marketplace product pro m ot i o n .

Pe rhaps without planning it, Naik and

Raman have also blasted another hole in

the current media planning process battle-

ship, which relies almost entire ly on

my ths, outdated conceptual models,

u np roven hy p otheses and buyer intuition.

It certa i n ly is an area that could benefi t

f rom some ra d i c a l ly new thinking such as

these two pro fe s s o rs have provided. ■
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