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ABSTRACT: Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) has developed into a well-established discipline, shaped by the evolving
role of communication technology, which now serves both as a contextual factor and a practical tool in its implementation. This
study investigates differences in the interpretation of IMC across three professional groups: marketing, advertising, and public
relations. A quantitative, exploratory research design was adopted, employing purposive and quota sampling techniques, with 30
respondents selected from each profession. Data analysis was performed using ANOVA and Tukey tests. The findings indicate no
significant differences among the professions regarding IMC as an approach and a business-oriented framework. This shared
understanding encompasses internal communication, customer-focused evaluation, and external communication elements such
as marketing communication, audience management, dialogue, branding, communication technology, and evaluation. However,
notable differences emerged between public relations and advertising compared to marketing in their interpretation of IMC as a
strategy and tactic. These differences also extended to aspects such as comprehensive planning, coordination, integration, and
synergy of tools and channels, the use of communication technology, and the implementation of two-way communication.
Moreover, the differing interpretations included an emphasis on understanding customers, providing them with the freedom to
discuss the brand, and ensuring clarity and consistency in brand messaging. Further distinctions were observed between public
relations versus advertising and marketing regarding IMC as a management process for channel oversight, as well as the evaluation
of IMC's strategic role, brand behavior, and brand loyalty. Finally, all three professions exhibited unique interpretations of IMC as
a component of brand equity strategy. Future research is necessary to explore the distinct understanding of IMC by public relations
professionals, whose perspectives consistently differ from those in marketing. Such studies could delve deeper into how public
relations practitioners conceptualize IMC and its relationship to marketing practices.

KEYWORDS: Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC), differences in meaning of IMC, brand Equity, marketing
professionals

INTRODUCTION

Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) has evolved and become established, studied, and practiced worldwide, including in
Indonesia. In a study by Estaswara et al. (2023) in Indonesia, approximately half of the respondents practiced IMC with a focus on
branding as the primary message, while the rest implemented IMC solely as a means to communicate products using various
communication elements and media, particularly online and social media. According to Estaswara and Said (2004a), the
understanding of IMC in Indonesia involves comprehensive planning that integrates various promotional elements. This aligns with
Kliatchko's (2009) holistic perspective on IMC, which aims to deliver consistent messaging through the integration of all
promotional mix elements. However, IMC was initially developed in response to changing market dynamics (Kim et al., 2004;
Delgado-Ballester et al., 2012; Serié¢ et al., 2013).

Kitchen et al. (2008) argued that research on IMC varies, but the first step in advancing the field involves developing the necessary
information to verify conceptualization and theorization, thereby building a robust theoretical foundation for IMC. To promote the
effectiveness of IMC theory, some researchers suggest a shift from theory to practice (Kitchen et al., 2008), asserting that
transitioning from tactical to strategic orientation can help businesses advance (Holm, 2006). In Indonesia, nearly all IMC-related
journals focus on practice or implementation and remain at the tactical level, addressing various communication elements such as
advertising, direct response, sales promotion, and public relations (Estaswara, 2008a). However, some studies have highlighted
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branding as a primary message and the use of social media (Estaswara et al., 2023). These studies generally acknowledge IMC’s
added value, which stems from the combined impact of various activities involving communication elements and media. In other
words, the synergistic effect of these activities exceeds the sum of their individual impacts, a phenomenon referred to as synergy
(Naik & Peters, 2009). Despite being well-documented and researched, these efforts have yet to fully encapsulate the current state
of IMC.
In the realm of information technology, IMC positions communication technology not only as a context but also as a strategy and
technique for communicating brands. IMC now involves selecting not only traditional media but also online, internet-based media
such as social media and websites (Seri¢, 2016). Scholars have recognized the importance of IMC in relation to interactive media,
branding, and internal corporate processes (Kliatchko, 2008). Companies must adopt or invest in communication technology as a
necessity in a world increasingly driven by technological advancements (Mihali¢ & Buhalis, 2013; Sirirak et al., 2011). Nevertheless,
Seri¢ (2016) noted that debates surrounding the productivity of communication technology in companies remain inconclusive,
even as such technology significantly shapes IMC and advances its implementation.
Regarding communication technology, Seri¢ (2016) offered the following definition of IMC (Seri¢ et al., 2015):
“A tactical and strategic consumer-centric business process, boosted by advances in Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) which, on the basis of information obtained from customer databases, delivers a clear and consistent
message through the coordination and synergies of different communications tools and channels, in order to nourish long-
lasting profitable relationships with customers and other stakeholders and create and maintain brand equity.”
This definition highlights several key aspects: customer databases, clear and consistent brand messaging, coordination and synergy
among various tools and channels, dialogue with customers and stakeholders expressed as profitable relationships, and evaluation
(measurement). These aspects have been identified in previous definitions (Estaswara, 2008a, 2008b; Duncan, 2002; Schultz &
Schultz, 1998, 2004, Kliatchko, 2005). However, one overlooked component in most IMC definitions is the role of information and
communication technology (ICT). Based on these definitions, the key aspects of IMC can be summarized as follows (Kliatchko,
20009):
1. Coordination and synergy across marketing communication disciplines and various channels or tools within the IMC
program;
Maximized consistency and coordination of messages and communication effectiveness;
Understanding and fostering profitable relationships with specific audiences or stakeholders and their brands;

P wnN

Evaluation and measurement of IMC programs;

5. Strategic management of marketing communication planning and business processes.
Differences in IMC perceptions across various studies extend beyond definitional issues, which, while significant, also raise broader
questions regarding brand communication and the effectiveness of IMC program evaluations (Swain, 2004; Kim et al., 2004; Kitchen
& Li, 2005). In Indonesia, research on IMC typically relies on definitions provided by the 4As (American Association of Advertising
Agencies), emphasizing a "tools-first" rather than a "consumer-first" approach (Kliatchko, 2009). Moreover, many companies in
Indonesia apply IMC using an inside-out marketing approach, combining all promotional elements into a semblance of IMC,
although true IMC extends beyond this stage (Kitchen et al., 2004). Nonetheless, studies on IMC in Indonesia have demonstrated
the use of communication technology and social media, albeit primarily in one-way communication (Estaswara & Said, 20243,
2024b).
From a practitioner’s perspective, the aforementioned IMC definitions are relevant to understanding how communication
programs should be developed, implemented, and linked with various management initiatives (Kitchen & Schultz, 2009). This
relevance stems from the positive effects of IMC on core concepts such as market share and profitability (Zabkar et al., 2015), sales
(Reid, 2005), customer satisfaction (Reid, 2003, 2005; Seri¢ et al., 2015), loyalty (Reid, 2002; Seri¢ et al., 2013), and brand equity
(Duncan & Moriarty, 1997; McGrath, 2005; Navarro et al., 2009; Delgado-Ballester et al., 2012; Seri¢ et al., 2014). IMC also requires
companies to integrate communication technology internally for database management and externally for customer engagement
(Vernuccio & Cecotti, 2015). Thus, IMC and communication technology have become indispensable in today’s business
environment (Seri¢, 2016).
Consumer-generated content, media audience fragmentation, media saturation, the growth of social media, and mobile
technology have reshaped the landscape since IMC emerged approximately 35 years ago. The most evident impact on marketing
communication has been in branding and brand-building activities (Batra & Keller, 2016; Madhavaram et al., 2005; Orazi et al.,
2017). Regarding media evolution in IMC, research has addressed media and audience fragmentation (Mulhern, 2009) and cross-
media and media synergy developments (Naik & Peters, 2009). Meanwhile, Kerr and Schultz (2010) highlighted the significance of
changes in media and messaging, leading to two marketing communication models that managers struggle to manage. In the
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traditional outbound or push model, communication is one-to-many, and companies control both messages and channels.
Conversely, the new inbound or pull system features interactive communication, with consumers or customers actively engaging
with social media and performing multitasking roles (Pilotta et al., 2004). Consumers increasingly connect with one another,
participate in electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM), and exist ubiquitously (Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009).

The definitions and developments above indicate that IMC is not only driven by advances in communication technology (or ICT, as
described by Seri¢ et al. [2015]) but also implemented through communication technology, both tactically and strategically.
Aligning with the notion that IMC should transition from concept to practice (Kitchen et al., 2008; Holm, 2006), its implementation
must involve developing the information required to verify and articulate its conceptualization and theorization (Kitchen et al.,
2008).

Furthermore, regarding brand communication, Michael Maskus, Head of Group Marketing at Allianz Group, stated that “you have
to deliver what you promise” (Burmann & Zeplin, 2005). From this point, it can be concluded that a brand is a promise (Estaswara,
2008b). However, this promise must be fulfilled by the company. The phrase “high promise, low delivery” (Estaswara, 2008a)
should never arise. To build a strong brand, the brand’s promise must be clear, consistent, and aligned with what the company
delivers (Aaker, 1996).

Several authors have explicitly addressed branding, including Keagen et al. (1992), Schultz and Schultz (2004), Kliatchko (2005),
and Duncan (2002). The term ‘brand communication’ in the definition by Keagen et al. (1992) is described as “its perceived brand
value,” meaning that IMC, through coordination and synergy across various promotional elements, must communicate brand value
to customers. Schultz and Schultz (2004) further elaborate on this by stating, “execute and evaluate coordinated, measurable,
persuasive brand communication programs,” which aligns with Keagen et al. (1992) but delves into the detailed execution of these
programs. Kliatchko (2005) adds that IMC involves “strategically managing audience-focused, channel-centered, and results-driven
brand communication programs over time,” offering a broader interpretation of IMC and brand communication. Lastly, Duncan
(2002) emphasizes that IMC must engage in meaningful dialogue with its customers, underscoring that brand communication is
critically important.

The concept of meaningful dialogue and channel-centered communication cannot be separated from advancements in
communication technology. Relevant statements include “all messages and media” (Keagan et al., 1992), “many communication
channels” (Kotler, 1999), and “all messages sent to these groups and encouraging data-driven” (Duncan, 2002). Currently, media
developments have surpassed traditional marketing communication concepts based on conventional media. As previously
mentioned, websites and social media have evolved and become integral to everyday life (Schultz & Patti, 2009; Seri¢, 2016;
Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009). Furthermore, database-driven communication technology has advanced significantly, making it
imperative for companies to engage in meaningful dialogue with customers, which can be achieved using various communication
technologies that must also be documented (Seri¢, 2016; Estaswara, 2016; Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009; Pilotta et al., 2004).

The most challenging aspect of IMC lies in developing effective measurement techniques. Swain (2004) and Semenik (2002) noted
that attention to IMC measurement in books and articles remains weak and superficial. Schultz and Schultz (1998) approached this
issue by redefining IMC as a hierarchical process comprising four stages: first, communication coordination; second, defining
marketing communication through research and consumer feedback; third, building globally segmented databases to provide a
foundation for communication and consumer behavior measurement; and fourth, integrating strategic and financial planning,
which includes monitoring ROl performance across audience segments.

As a foundation for planning and measuring IMC, Kitchen and Schultz (1999) recommended an outside-in approach to market
planning, emphasizing customer orientation and focusing on audiences as the primary goal rather than relying on a push-pull
inside-out product approach. Additionally, attention should be given to all potential contact points a company or brand has with
prospective or existing customers as part of IMC’s impact. Moreover, communication technology applications are essential for
building customer relationships (Seri¢, 2016; Estaswara, 2016; Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009; Pilotta et al., 2004; Zahay et al., 2004).
Schultz and Barnes (2005) sought to bridge the gap between traditional advertising campaigns (inside-out) and marketing
communication campaigns. In such cases, the first measurable aspect of an IMC campaign is planning, which begins with customer
databases and proceeds to segmentation. Schultz and Barnes (2005) proposed a measurement method called ROI (Return on
Investment). This ROl method focuses on consumer behavior, such as marketing databases, and uses this information to segment
customers. These databases are then utilized to analyze various potential groups and enhance IMC resources for the future by
targeting groups that offer the highest return on marketing communication investments (ROI). Schultz and Barnes (2005)
concluded that behavioral segmentation is crucial for decision-making regarding the allocation of advertising and marketing
communication resources.
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There are many differing views on IMC between practitioners and academics. This is unsurprising, as their respective disciplines
shape specific concepts and practices. Generally, each group perceives the IMC phenomenon through the lens of their own
understanding and actions (Swain, 2004). IMC practices must be explored to achieve a level of integration that reflects the actual
thoughts and actions of its practitioners. Each discipline and profession represents a site of meaning. IMC is discussed and applied
in various ways, but the most critical aspect to interpret is what practitioners do, which must be understood from their perspective
(Gould, 2004).

Understanding IMC inevitably leads to identifying which professions are involved with it. Quantitative research by Kim et al. (2004)
focused on advertising executives in South Korean companies. Similarly, Kitchen and Li (2005) conducted a study in China on
advertising and public relations. Later, Estaswara (2008b) conducted research in Indonesia on public relations, advertising, and
marketing.

From a review of the three studies conducted in China, South Korea, and the Asia-Pacific region, it is evident that three professional
groups have been consistently studied in relation to IMC development: marketing, advertising, and public relations. Based on this
context, this research was conducted to examine differences in the understanding of IMC among professionals involved in its
practice, specifically in advertising, public relations, and marketing.

METHODOLOGY

This study employs a quantitative approach, focusing on the quantification and analysis of variables to derive results by utilizing
and analyzing numerical data and employing statistical methods (Apuke, 2017). The research examines differences in the
interpretation of IMC among the fields of advertising, public relations, and marketing through the use of quantitative methods,
analyzing numerical data with statistical techniques.

The study aims to empirically explore perceptions regarding IMC differences by comparing three professional groups. Therefore,
the study is categorized as exploratory. According to Subyantoro and Suwarto (2006), exploratory research seeks to identify and
uncover new problems to fill gaps or deficiencies in existing or new knowledge. Mudjiyanto (2018) further elaborates that
exploratory research aims to deepen understanding, generate new ideas about specific phenomena, and explain how social
phenomena occur. In this context, the research seeks to deepen knowledge about the differences in IMC interpretation among
advertising, public relations, and marketing professionals by providing explanations.

The sampling process in this research follows a non-probability sampling principle, utilizing a combination of techniques. First, the
researchers identified three professional groups relevant to IMC development—advertising, public relations, and marketing—and
selected respondents working in Jakarta. Jakarta was chosen under the assumption that it serves as a trendsetter for business
practices, marketing, and marketing communication in Indonesia. Thus, the purposive sampling method was applied.

Second, given the research objective of testing differences among the three sample groups, each group was set to include 30
respondents, resulting in a total of 90 respondents. Based on this requirement, the sampling technique used was quota sampling.

Table 1. Professional Groups and Sample Size

‘No HSampIe Group HN

‘1 HPuincReIationsHSO

‘3 HMarketing HSO

|
|
‘2 HAdvertising HSO ‘
|
|

‘TotaIH HQO

Source: Researcher’s Data, 2024

The empirical data analysis in this survey-based research used a questionnaire as the primary instrument. The questionnaire
employed interval data with a semantic differential scale using a 7-point bipolar adjectives scale, analyzed using statistical
techniques. To test differences among more than two sample groups, ANOVA was utilized. Furthermore, the Tukey test was applied
to determine the interpretation of IMC across different and similar groups.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Research Results

Based on descriptive statistical results, respondents' answers varied, with most responses not exceeding 50%. These responses
were distributed across points 4, 5, 6, and 7, indicating that respondents interpreted IMC differently. However, three aspects scored
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above 50%: IMC as a management process for managing channels (53.3%), IMC requiring strategic role evaluation (51.1%), and
IMC needing evaluation based on brand behavior (50%). These aspects did not exceed 55%, suggesting that while most
respondents focused on these aspects, their percentages were only slightly higher than other aspects.

From the Tukey test results, each aspect revealed that the three professions studied—advertising, public relations, and marketing—
sometimes showed similarities with no significant differences, while at other times, differences were observed between advertising
and marketing compared to public relations. Additionally, the Tukey test showed differences between public relations and
advertising compared to marketing, with the last category displaying distinctions across all three professions. This indicates that
respondents interpreted IMC differently.

Regarding the data, the first point highlights that no significant differences or interpretations were observed for certain aspects of
IMC, as indicated by significance values above 0.05 (ANOVA test). The aspects considered similar among the three professions
include IMC as a customer-oriented approach, IMC as a strategic business process, IMC as a management process in marketing
communication and audience management, IMC fostering relationships with customers, and the requirement for IMC to engage
in brand-based dialogue using communication technology. Finally, after implementing an IMC program, it must have a maximum
impact. These results suggest that respondents interpreted IMC similarly concerning its role as a strategic business process and a
management process in marketing communication, audience targeting, customer dialogue, and communication technology.
Table 2. Differences Among Professions Based on ANOVA and Tukey Tests

Sig. A B C

1 IMC is a concept with added value 0,016 5,6333 6,2667 6,3333
2 IMC is a strategic tactic in marketing communication 0,000 5,7000 15,8000 6,5667
3 IMC is comprehensive planning 0,000 5,4000 5,7333 6,4333
4 IMC is a customer-oriented approach 0,111 5,7333 15,9667 6,2667
5 IMC must coordinate communication across different tools and 0,000 5,2333 5,6333 6,3333

channels
6 IMC must synergize communication across different tools and 0,001 5,1333 5,7333 6,3000

channels
7 IMC must combine various communication elements 0,001 5,6333 15,8000 6,6000
8 IMC uses information technology in marketing communication 0,032 5,7000 5,9667 6,5000
9 IMC is a form of two-way communication 0,018 5,6000 15,6333 6,4000
10 IMC must observe and consider communication messages from 0,006 5,5333 5,9000 6,4333

customers
11 IMC, customers are free to discuss the brand 0,033 5,6333 6,0333 6,2667
12 IMCis a form of customer-oriented communication 0,042 5,3333 15,8667 6,0667
13 IMC uses customer database management 0,024 5,7667 6,0333 6,4667
14 IMC strengthens database management with ICT development 0,000 5,4000 15,7000 6,4000
15 IMC communicates the brand as the main message 0,003 5,5000 5,7333 6,4333
16 IMC must deliver persuasive messages about the brand 0,008 5,3000 5,5333 6,2333
17 IMC provides clarity in brand messaging 0,006 5,4333 5,9333 66,3333
18 IMC requires consistency in brand messaging 0,000 5,1333 15,8000 6,4667
19 IMCis a component of brand equity strategy 0,022 5,4667 5,9667 6,2667
20 IMCis a strategic process in business 0,072 5,6000 15,9333 6,2333
21 IMC s cross-sectoral 0,003 5,2000 5,9333 6,2333
22 IMCis a management process in marketing communication 0,114 5,7667 5,9667 6,3667
23 IMCis a management process for managing the target audience 0,714 6,0667 6,1000 6,2667
24 IMCis a management process for managing channels 0,000 5,4667 6,4333 6,4667
25 IMC builds relationships with customers 0,055 5,6333 6,0333 6,3000

26 IMC builds relationships with other stakeholders (multi- 0,001 5,3333 5,7333 6,3667
stakeholders)

27 IMC must engage in dialogue with customers 0,075 5,7333 15,9000 6,3667
28 IMC builds dialogues about the brand using ICT for customers 0,052 5,7000 6,1000 6,3333
29  IMC must deliver maximum impact 0,100 15,9333 6,4000 6,4333
30 IMC must evaluate its strategic role 0,000 5,4333 6,4000 6,5333
31 IMC must be evaluated based on brand behavior 0,000 5,6000 6,3667 6,5667
32 IMC must be evaluated based on brand loyalty 0,000 5,3667 6,3667 6,5333

Source: Research Data, 2024
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Secondly, advertising and marketing differ from public relations, as all aspects have significance values below 0.05 (ANOVA test).
These differences (Tukey test) pertain to IMC as a concept with added value, IMC as a management process for channel
management, and IMC requiring evaluation of its strategic role, brand behavior, and brand loyalty. This data indicates that
respondents interpret IMC differently, where channel management and evaluation are perceived as added values in the practice
of IMC.

Thirdly, advertising and public relations differ from marketing on almost all questions. This is evident in Table 2 above, where
significance values are below 0.05 (ANOVA test). The aspects (Tukey test) include IMC as a strategy and tactic, comprehensive
planning, coordination, combination, and synergy across various communication elements and channels, the implementation of
communication technology, and IMC as a form of two-way communication. Additionally, it involves understanding customers,
allowing them to freely discuss the brand, which necessitates the company to ensure clarity and consistency in brand messaging.
These findings suggest that respondents interpret IMC differently.

Finally, IMC is interpreted differently across the three professions, as significance values are below 0.05 (ANOVA test). The differing
aspect (Tukey test) is IMC as a component of brand equity strategy. Public relations professionals had the lowest level of
understanding of this aspect, followed by advertising professionals, while marketing professionals exhibited the highest
understanding, perceiving IMC as a component of brand equity.

Table 3. ANOVA Test

ANOVA
Sum of df Means Squares | F Sig.
Squares
Beetween Groups 9,489 | 2 4,744 | 9,750 0,000
Within Groups 42,333 | 87 0,487

Source: Researcher’s Data Processing, 2024

Table 4. Differences Between Professions Based on Tukey Test

Turkey HSD?
N Subset for alpha = 0,05
1 2
Public Relations 30 5,6333
Advertising 30 5,8333
Marketing 30 6,4000
Sig. 0,510 1,0000

Means of groups in homogeneus subsets are diplayed

Source: Researcher’s Data Processing, 2024

From Table 3 on the ANOVA test above, it is evident that there are differences among the three professions—marketing,
advertising, and public relations—with significance values below 0.05. These differences are detailed in Table 4, based on the Tukey
test, which indicates that public relations and advertising differ from marketing. Thus, it can be interpreted that, overall, the data
shows that the marketing profession differs from public relations and advertising.

DISCUSSION

The study on the three professions—public relations, advertising, and marketing—regarding differences in the interpretation of
IMC shows no significant differences or that IMC is interpreted similarly by these professions in eight aspects. Out of the 32 aspects
examined, eight were found to be similar, accounting for one-quarter of all aspects.

Firstly, the similarities pertain to theoretical aspects of how IMC should be conducted. These include both strategic and tactical
perspectives. The strategic perspective highlights that IMC is an approach and operates within a business framework. In other
words, IMC must always be conducted with a strategic business approach (Estaswara, 2008a). Secondly, the tactical perspective
emphasizes that IMC involves executing marketing communication, managing the audience, being customer-oriented, engaging in
brand-focused dialogue with customers, utilizing communication technology, and ensuring maximum impact in evaluations
(Kliatchko, 2009; Seri¢ et al., 2015).

The above aspects represent a holistic understanding of IMC, encompassing internal, customer-oriented, and evaluative
communication, as well as external elements such as marketing communication, audience management, dialogue, branding,

IJMRA, Volume 07 Issue 12 December 2024 www.ijmra.in Page 5424


http://www.ijmra.in/

Differences in the Meaning of IMC: A Study of Advertising, Public Relations, and Marketing Professionals

communication technology, and evaluation. These aspects illustrate how IMC can be implemented within companies (Estaswara,
2008a, 2024a, 2024b; Duncan, 2002; Schultz & Schultz, 2004; Kliatchko, 2005). However, this understanding of IMC remains
general, even though it integrates communication technology into its definition (Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009; Pilotta et al., 2004;
Zahay et al., 2004). Furthermore, evaluation is not detailed beyond the requirement that IMC should have a maximum impact.
While this expectation is valid, the term "maximum impact" here relates to marketing communication or audience management.
As Seri¢ (2016) noted, while communication technology’s implementation and evaluation within IMC remain unclear, its
application is already advancing rapidly.

Secondly, there are differences in the interpretation of IMC between advertising and marketing compared to public relations. While
advertising and marketing share similar understandings of IMC, public relations professionals interpret it differently. The differing
aspects involve IMC as a management process for channel management and its evaluation in terms of strategic roles, brand
behavior, and brand loyalty. These differences highlight two main areas: how IMC should be implemented and how it should be
evaluated. According to advertising and marketing professionals, IMC is implemented through channel management processes.
Here, selecting appropriate channels from the numerous options available becomes crucial (Keagan et al., 1992; Kotler, 1999).
However, this selection does not guarantee a pull system, which emphasizes interactive online channels (Pilotta et al., 2004).

For IMC evaluation, aspects include assessing its strategic role, brand behavior, and brand loyalty. IMC evaluation remains a
challenging issue (Swain, 2004; Semenik, 2002) as it should address strategic roles within IMC, with brands as the central focus of
evaluation. Although brands are the primary message in IMC (Estaswara, 2008a, 2024a), brand communication and meaningful
dialogue have not been fully integrated into management processes (Schultz & Schultz, 2004; Kliatchko, 2009). Channel
management processes alone are insufficient to evaluate brand performance. However, brand-focused evaluations, such as brand
equity assessments (Duncan & Moriarty, 1997; McGrath, 2005; Navarro et al., 2009; Delgado-Ballester et al., 2012; Seri¢ et al.,
2014), remain central to IMC evaluation (Estaswara, 2008a, 2008b). Unlike customer-oriented evaluations proposed by Schultz &
Schultz (1998), Kitchen & Schultz (1999), and Schultz & Barnes (2005), these evaluations emphasize the outcome rather than the
process.

Thirdly, differences also emerge regarding IMC as a concept with added value. IMC is recognized as adding value through customer-
oriented management, with its orientation and evaluation also focusing on customers. This value-added perspective differs from
channel-based management and brand-focused evaluation processes discussed earlier.

Finally, differences arise between advertising and public relations professionals versus marketing professionals in interpreting IMC.
These differences span nearly all aspects, including IMC as a strategy and tactic, comprehensive planning, coordination,
combination, and synergy of various communication elements and channels, implementation of communication technology, two-
way communication, customer understanding, and the freedom of customers to discuss the brand. Companies must ensure clarity
and consistency in brand messaging. While these interpretations align with IMC principles, they lack sufficient evaluation.

Firstly, IMC as a strategy and tactic emphasizes comprehensive planning that coordinates, combines, and synergizes various
communication elements and channels, reflecting early IMC practices (Swain, 2004; Kim et al., 2004; Kitchen & Li, 2005; Estaswara,
2008a, 2008b). However, the integration of communication technology, two-way communication, and customer understanding
represents a more advanced perspective (Schultz & Schultz, 2004; Kliatchko, 2009; Seri¢ et al., 2015). Additionally, brand
consistency and clarity in messaging align with the ideas of Duncan (2002) and Kliatchko (2009).

Secondly, evaluation remains a significant challenge. Evaluation must address all aspects of IMC implementation, whether focused
on brand equity (McGrath, 2005; Navarro et al., 2009; Delgado-Ballester et al., 2012; Seri¢ et al., 2014) or customer orientation
(Schultz & Schultz, 1998; Kitchen & Schultz, 1999; Schultz & Barnes, 2005). Determining the appropriate focus for evaluation is
essential.

Finally, IMC is interpreted differently as a component of brand equity strategy. Each profession holds unique perspectives. Brand
equity is understood as the value attached to a brand, derived from consumers’ perceptions, preferences, and loyalty (Estaswara,
2008a; Duncan, 2002). Brand equity includes functional, emotional, or self-expressive values. Functional values require the product
to deliver on its utility; emotional values demand a positive experience or unique feeling from the brand, while self-expressive
values highlight the brand's public perception and self-image (Aaker, 1996). Thus, IMC management must define and communicate
these brand values to build brand equity. While brand equity evaluation remains contentious among IMC theorists (Schultz &
Schultz, 1998; Kitchen & Schultz, 1999; Schultz & Barnes, 2005), most agree that communication within IMC should focus on brand
communication (Schultz & Schultz, 2004; Kliatchko, 2009).
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Table 5. Professional Differences Related to IMC Aspects

PROFESSIONAL

No DIFFERENCE IN ASPECTS
DIFFERENCES

IMC is an approach and business-oriented, encompassing internal communication (customer-focused
1 and evaluative) as well as external communication, such as marketing communication, audience No differences
management, dialogue, branding, communication technology, and evaluation.

. . . . Advertising and
IMCis a management process for managing channels, and IMC must be evaluated based on its strategic . .
2 . marketing vs. public
role, brand behavior, and brand loyalty. .
relations

IMC involves strategies and tactics; comprehensive planning; coordination, combination, and synergy
across various communication elements and channels; implementation of communication technology; Advertising and public
3 and two-way communication. Additionally, it requires understanding customers, allowing them to relations Vs.
freely discuss the brand. Consequently, companies must ensure clarity and consistency in brand marketing
messaging.
4 IMC as a component in brand equity strategy. All professions differ

Source: Researcher’s Data Analysis

In general, the interpretation of IMC among the three professions can be described as differing, with no significant differences
between public relations and advertising, while marketing stands apart. This aligns with the findings of Swain (2004), which
revealed differences among all three professions—public relations, advertising, and marketing. Similarly, it corresponds with the
study by Kitchen and Li (2005), which identified differences between advertising and public relations. Additionally, Estaswara’s
(2008b) research also reflects comparable distinctions, showing differences between advertising and public relations compared to
marketing.

CONCLUSION

This study examines differences among three professions—public relations, advertising, and marketing—and generally finds
differences between public relations and advertising compared to marketing. However, there are also areas of similarity among
the three professions, as well as differences between public relations and advertising or marketing, or even among all three
professions. Nonetheless, all three professions recognize the importance of information technology in IMC, as indicated by their
shared understanding of this aspect. The only aspect that continues to differ significantly among the three professions is brand
equity.

Further research is needed to explore the reasons behind these differences across all professions. Broadly speaking, public relations
consistently differs from marketing in this study, suggesting a need to delve deeper into how public relations interprets IMC and
how it can be connected to marketing. Since this study was conducted in Jakarta as a representation of Indonesia, future research
could expand to other regions in Southeast Asia to examine how IMC is perceived by professionals in public relations, advertising,
and marketing within a broader context.

REFERENCES

1) Aaker, D. A. (1996). Building Strong Brands. New York: Free Press.

2) Apuke, O. D. (2017). Quantitative research method: A Sypnosis Approach. Arabian Journal of Management Review, 6(10),
40-47. https://doi.org/10.12816/0040336

3) Burmann, C., & Zeplin, S. (2005). Building brand commitment: A behavioural approach to internal brand management.
Journal Brand Management, 12(4), 279-300.

4) Delgado-Ballester, E., Navarro, A., & Sicilia, M. (2012). Revitalising Brands through Communication Messages: The Role of
Brand Familiarity. European Journal of Marketing, 46(1/2), 31-51.

5) Deighton, J., & Kornfeld, L. (2009). Interactivity's unanticipated consequences for marketers and marketing. Journal of
Interactive Marketing, 23(1), 4-10.

6) Duncan, T. (2002). IMC: Using Advertising and Promotion to Build Brands. New York: The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc.,
International Edition.

7) Batra, R., & Keller, K. L. (2016). Integrating marketing communications: New findings, new lessons, and new ideas. Journal

IJMRA, Volume 07 Issue 12 December 2024 www.ijmra.in Page 5426


http://www.ijmra.in/

Differences in the Meaning of IMC: A Study of Advertising, Public Relations, and Marketing Professionals

of Marketing, 80(6), 122-45.

8) Duncan, T. R., & Moriarty, S. E. (1997). Driving Brand Value. Using Integrated Marketing to Manage Profitable Stakeholder
Relationships. New York: McGraw-Hill.

9) Estaswara, H. (2008a). Think IMC!: Efektivitas Komunikasi untuk Meningkatkan Loyalitas Merek dan Laba Perusahaan.
Jakarta: Gramedia Pustaka.

10) Estaswara, H. (2008b). The implementation process of IMC and its future prospect in business practice in Indonesia: An
exploratory comparative studies toward four profession groups. Indonesian Journal of Communication Studies, 1(1), 73-83.

11) Estaswara, H. (2016). Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) in Higher Education in Indonesia. Polish Journal of
Management Studies (P/IMS), 14(1), 74-83.

12) Estaswara, H., Yuliastini, E., & Kurniasari, C. W. (2023). Merek Sebagai Pesan Utama Integrated Marketing Communication
(IMC) di Jurnal Indonesia Tahun 2020. Jurnal IImu Komunikasi, 21(1), 43-61.

13) Estaswara, H., & Said, M. (2024a). Literature Review Definisi Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) di Jurnal Indonesia
Tahun 2019-2022. International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research And Analysis (IJMRA), 7(10), 4846-4857.

14) Estaswara, H., & Said, M. (2024b). Understanding 30 Years of Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) in the 2019
Indonesian Journal. I/MRA, 7(6), 2827-2837.

15) Gould, S. (2000). The state of IMC research and applications. Journal of Advertising Research, 40(5), 22-23. doi: 10.2501/JAR-
40-5-22-23

16) Holm, O. (2006). Integrated Marketing Communication: From Tactics to Strategy. Corporate Communications: An
International Journal, 11(1), 23-33.

17) Madhavaram, S., Badrinarayanan, V., & McDonald, R. E. (2005). Integrated marketing communication (IMC) and brand
identity as critical components of brand equity strategy. Journal of Advertising, 34(4), 69—-80.

18) McGrath, J. M. (2005). A Pilot Study Testing Aspects of the Integrated Marketing Communications Concept. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 11(3), 191-214.

19) Mihali¢, T., & Buhalis, D. (2013). ICT as a new competitive advantage factor — case of small transitional hotel sector. Economic
and Business Review, 15(1), 33-56.

20) Mulhern, F. (2009). Integrated marketing communications: From media channels to digital connectivity. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 15(2/3), 85-101.

21) Mudjiyanto, B. (2018). Tipe penelitian eksploratif komunikasi exploratory research in communication study. Jurnal Studi
Komunikasi dan Media, 22(1), 65-74.

22) Naik, P. A., & Raman, K. (2003). Understanding the impact of synergy in multimedia communications. Journal of Marketing
Research, 40(4), 375-88.

23) Navarro, A., Sicilia, M., & Delgado-Ballester, E. (2009). Integrated Marketing Communications: Effects of Advertising-
sponsorship Strategic Consistency. EuroMed Journal of Business, 4(3), 223-236.

24) Orazi, D. C., Spry, A., Theilacker, M. N., & Vredenburg, J. (2017). A multi-stakeholder IMC framework for networked brand
identity. European Journal of Marketing, 51(3), 551-71.

25) Reid, M. (2002). Building Strong Brands through the Management of Integrated Marketing Communications. International
Journal of Wine Marketing, 14(3), 37-52.

26) Reid, M. (2003). IMC - Performance Relationship: Further Insight and Evidence from the Australian marketplace.
International Journal of Advertising: The Review of Marketing Communications, 22(2), 227-248.

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

28) Schultz, D. E., & Schultz, H. F. (1998). Transitioning marketing communication into the twenty-first century. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 4(1), 9-26. doi:10.1080/135272698345852

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

30) Schultz, D. E., & Barnes, B. E. (2005). Strategic Brand Communication Campaigns. Illionis: NTC Business Books.

31) Schultz, D. E., &. Patti, C. (2009). The Evolution of IMC: IMC in a Customer-Driven Marketplace. Journal of Marketing
Communications, 15(2): 75-84.

32) Semenik, R. J. (2002), Promotion and Integrated Marketing Communications. London: Thomson Learning.

33) Seri¢, M., Gil-Saura, 1., & Ruiz-Molina, M. E. (2014). How Can Integrated Marketing Communications and Advanced
Technology Influence the Creation of Customer-based Brand Equity? Evidence from the Hospitality Industry. International

IJMRA, Volume 07 Issue 12 December 2024 www.ijmra.in Page 5427


http://www.ijmra.in/
https://www.academia.edu/32378574/Integrated_marketing_Communication_IMC_in_Higher_Education_in_Indonesia

Differences in the Meaning of IMC: A Study of Advertising, Public Relations, and Marketing Professionals

Journal of Hospitality Management, 39(May), 144-156.

34) Seri¢, M., Gil-Saura, I., & Ozreti¢-Dosen, D. (2015). Insights on Integrated Marketing Communications: Implementation and
Impact in Hotel Companies. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 27(5), 958—979.

35) Seri¢, M. (2016). Content analysis of the empirical research on IMC from 2000 to 2015. Journal of Marketing
Communication, 24(7), 647-685. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 13527266.2016.1184708

36) Sirirak, S., Islam, N., & Khang, D. B. (2011). Does ICT adoption enhance hotel performance? Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Technology, 2(1), 34-49.

37) Subyantoro, A., & Suwarto, F. X., (2006). Metode dan Teknik Penelitian Sosial. Andi Offset: Yogyakarta.

38) 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. doi:10.1017/s0021849904040036

39) Keegan, W. J., Moriarty, S. E. & Duncan, T. R. (1992). Marketing. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

40) Kerr, G., & Schultz, D. E. (2010). Maintenance person or architect? the role of academic advertising research in building
better understanding. International Journal of Advertising, 29(4), 547-568.

41) Kim, I., Han, D., & Schultz, D. E. (2004). Understanding the Diffusion of Integrated Marketing Communication. Journal of
Advertising Research, 44(1), 31-45.

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

43) Kitchen, P, & Li, T. (2005). Perceptions of integrated marketing communications: a Chinese ad and PR agency perspective.
International Journal of Advertising, 24(1), 51-78. doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2005.11072904

44) Kitchen, P. J., Kim, 1., & Schultz, D. E. (2008). Integrated Marketing Communications: Practice Leads Theory. Journal of
Advertising Research, 48(4), 531-546.

45) Kitchen, P. J., & Schultz, D. E. (2009). IMC: New Horizon/False Dawn for a Marketplace in Turmoil? Journal of Marketing
Communications, 15(2-3), 197-204.

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

47) Kliatchko, J. (2008). Revisiting the IMC Construct: A Revised Definition and Four Pillars. International Journal of Advertising,
27(1), 133-160.

48) Kliatchko, J. (2009). IMC 20 Years After: A Second Look at IMC Definitions. International Journal of Integrated Marketing
Communications, 1(2), 7-12.

49) Kliatchko, J., & Schultz, D. E. (2014). Twenty years of IMC. International Journal of Advertising, 33(2), 373-390. doi:
https://doi.org/10.2501/1JA-33-2-373-390

50) Kotler, P. (1999). Marketing Management: Analysis, Planning, Implementation and Control. 9th Edition, Prentice Hall,
College Inc.

51) Vernuccio, M., & Ceccotti, F. (2015). Strategic and Organisational Challenges in the Integrated Marketing Communication
Paradigm Shift: A Holistic Vision. European Management Journal, 33(6), 438—449.

52) Zabkar, V., Mumel, D., & Vanita, N. (2015). Is Management Involvement in Integrated Marketing Communications
Reasonable? In Advances in Advertising Research, edited by Busljeta Banks, I, De Pelsmacker, P., & Okazaki, S., 283—-294, vol.
V. Wiesbaden: European Advertising Academy. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-08132-4_20.

53) Zahay, D., Peltier, J., Schultz, D., & Griffin, A. (2004). The Role of Transactional Versus Relational Data in IMC Programs:
Bringing Customer Data Together. Journal of Advertising Research, 44(1), 3—18.

There is an Open Access article, distributed under the term of the Creative Commons
@ ® @ Attribution — Non Commercial 4.0 International (CC BY-NC 4.0)

(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/), which permits remixing, adapting and

building upon the work for non-commercial use, provided the original work is properly cited.

IJMRA, Volume 07 Issue 12 December 2024 www.ijmra.in Page 5428


http://www.ijmra.in/
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2013527266.2016.1184708
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2005.11072904
https://doi.org/10.2501/IJA-33-2-373-390
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-08132-4_20

