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Abstract 

In recent years there has been strong interest among academics and marketing practitioners in the concept of integrated marketing communications (IMC).  However, to evaluate the effectiveness of an IMC program, marketers must be able to determine how the use of the various marketing communication tools impact their customers. This paper reviews research and theorizing regarding ways of measuring the communication effects of the major IMC tools including advertising, sales promotion, the Internet and interactive media, public relations, and direct marketing. Research on the synergistic effects of various media and IMC tools is also reviewed.  

          Integrated Marketing Communications (IMC) has emerged as the dominant approach used by companies to plan and execute their marketing communication programs. Many marketers, as well as advertising agencies, are embracing the IMC paradigm and developing integrated campaigns that use a variety ways to communicate with their target audiences.  (McArthur and Griffin 1997, Belch & Belch, 2004, Duncan 2005)  The shift toward the IMC perspective has been hailed as one of the most significant changes in the history of advertising and promotion (Moriarty 1994; Reitman 1994) and as the major communications development of the last decade of the 20th century (Kitchen, Brignell, Li and Jones 2004).   

The movement toward IMC is being driven by a number of factors including the evolution from mass to micromarketing; the fragmentation of consumer markets and media audiences; the increased use of sales promotions and public relations; the proliferation of new media and alternatives for reaching consumers, such as the internet and other digital and wireless devices; and the rapid growth and development of database marketing.  New technologies such as personal video recorders (PVRs) are threatening the traditional advertising model for television and leading marketers to turn to nontraditional media such as event sponsorships, product placements, and various forms of “advertainment” such as short films shown on the Internet (Bianco 2004). As marketers work to find the right way to send the right message to the right person at the right time they are looking beyond advertising and the traditional mass media-focused approach to marketing communication. 

From an academic perspective, it has been argued that IMC is the foundation of new customer-focused marketing efforts for acquiring, retaining, and growing relationships with customers and other stakeholders (Duncan and Moriarty, 1998).  However, despite the growing popularity of IMC, theory development and research in this area is still limited.  In fact, some scholars have argued that been critical of IMC labeling it as a management fashion that lacks definition, formal theory construction and research and is transient in its influence. (Cornelissen and Lock, 2000).  However, recently more attention has been given to theory development in IMC with the goal of better defining with it is, what it does and how it can be used to guide the development and implementation of marketing communication programs (Gould 2004; Kitchen, Brignell Li and Jones 2004). 

Several models and conceptualizations of IMC have been developed (Schultz, Tannenbaum and Lauterborn 1993; Duncan and Caywood 1995; Duncan 2002).    However, most of the extant literature on IMC deals with topics such as discussions and debates over its definition, advantages, acceptance and measurement (Swain 2004).  Empirical studies of IMC deal primarily with issues such as the extent to which companies have put it into practice, responsibility and leadership for IMC, and barriers to its implementation (Swain 2004; Kim, Han and Schultz 2004; Kitchen and Schultz 1999).  However, less attention has been to one of the major problems and challenges facing IMC, which is the issue of measuring its effectiveness.

The Problem of IMC Measurement

One of the major criticisms of IMC involves the problem of measuring its effectiveness. Schultz and Kitchen (2000) acknowledged this problem by stating that “We can’t measure IMC now and it may be some time before we can.... The problem is that many marketing activities can’t be measured and the value of communication effects and impacts are even more tenuous.” The authors go on to note that:  “for the most part, marketing and communication measurement suffers from an attempt to measure “outputs,” that is, what is sent out, not “outcomes” or what impact the marketing communication had.” (p.19)   The measurement problem is compounded by the fact that IMC programs consist of a variety of communication tools and measuring the interactive effects of all of these elements has proven to be extremely difficult.

The measurement of the effects of IMC has not been ignored as attention has been given to the problem, with various approaches to providing metrics having been put forth.  Much of the theorizing regarding the measurement of IMC comes from work done by Schultz and his colleagues.  Schultz, Tannenbaum and Latuerborn (1993) note that “the IMC goal is to develop communication programs that either reinforce the present purchasing behavior of customers or attempt to influence a change in the behavior of prospects in the future.” (p. 108).  They argue that behavior, in IMC terms, is any measurable activity by the customer or prospect that either moves the person closer to a purchase decision or reinforces a favorable existing buying pattern. Schultz, et. al, note that the measurement process for IMC should attempt to measure behavior that is as close to actual purchase behavior as possible, and suggest that measurement points should be built into the planning process. However, as previously noted, Shultz and his colleagues themselves have been critical of the process used to measure the effects of marketing communication due to its focus on outputs rather than outcomes.

To address the measurement problem, Schultz et. al (1993) and Kitchen and Schultz (1999) have advocated the use of an outside-in planning approach whereby the process begins with the customer and works back through the purchase decision process to determine the points at which customers and/or prospects might have contact with a brand or company. This audience perspective approach requires that attention be focused on the consumer and various contact points or opportunities for delivering messages to them throughout the purchase process, and how the impact of these contacts might be measured.  Current or prospective customers can be reached through a variety of IMC tools including media advertising, sales promotion, the Internet and other interactive media, publicity/public relations, direct marketing, personal selling and event sponsorships as well as through a variety of nontraditional media.  However, to effectively use these tools in an integrated manner, more work is need to determine if and how these points of contact are experienced by recipients over time, and the impact they have both individually and in combination. 

A significant challenge facing IMC is the determination of ways of evaluating the effectiveness or outcomes of integrated campaigns.  Marketers use IMC tools to achieve a variety of objectives including creating awareness of the company or brand; to make consumers familiar with attributes, features and benefits; to create, maintain and/or change brand attitudes, preference and purchase intentions and ultimately to influence brand choice in the form of purchase behavior.  Perhaps the most important aspect of developing effective IMC programs involves understanding the response process consumers go through in moving toward a specific behavior (such as the purchase of a product or service) and how the various communication tools can be used to influence this process. Marketers are interested in relevant intervening variables that are can be used as measures of movement through this response process and as outcomes of the contact they have with the company or brand.  Response metrics such as those listed above are routinely measured by marketers and considered to be important outcomes of IMC effectiveness. 

To better understand how to measure the effectiveness of  IMC, attention needs to be given to what is known about how the various communication elements influence the response process of consumers.  The purpose of this paper will be to review extant theorizing as well as research that has been conducted regarding the effects of traditional IMC tools such as advertising, sales promotion, the Internet and interactive media, public relations/publicity and direct marketing on the response process.  Consideration will also be given to how the various IMC tools might interact and their synergistic impact. The goal is to provide insight and understanding of how the various IMC tools serve as contact points that affect consumers at various levels and how knowledge of their impact and effectiveness can be used in the planning, implementation and evaluation of IMC programs.

Advertising Effects


The IMC tool that has received the most attention and theorizing regarding its impact on the response process of consumers is that of advertising.  Much of the theorizing regarding advertising effects deals with consumers’ processing of advertising messages.  The focus of this work is on more immediate responses to advertising as a form of persuasive communication and includes the cognitive response model of persuasion (Greenwald 1968; Wright 1980) as well as the relevance accessibility model (Baker and Lutz 1988, 2000) and the elaboration likelihood model (Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann, 1983). Excellent reviews of these models and theories  are provided by MacInnis and Jaworski (1989), Meyers-Levy and Malaviy (1999), and Vakratsas and Ambler (1999). 


Of more relevance here, however, is theorizing regarding the effects of advertising over time rather than immediate responses to persuasive advertising messages. The dominant conceptualization of how advertising works from an intermediate to long-term perspective is through some type of response hierarchy model (Strong 1925; Lavidge and Steiner 1961; McGuire 1978; Vaughn, 1980). As noted by Weilbacher (2001), hierarchy-of-effects (HOE) models have been around in the literature of marketing in one form or another for more than 100 years. 


There are several conceptualizations of HOE models which have received a great deal of attention among practitioners as well as academicians. The first is the response model proposed by Russell Colley (1961) as part of his work for the Association of National Advertisers, which resulted in the book Defining Advertising Goals for Measuring Advertising Results.  Colley’s work became known by its acronym (DAGMAR) which presented an approach to setting and measuring advertising goals and objectives based on a hierarchical model of response with four stages: awareness(comprehension(conviction and action. The DAGMAR text was revised by Dukta (1995), however, the basic hierarchical response model was retained as the basis of the DAGMAR approach.

Perhaps the best known of the response hierarchy models is that developed by Lavidge and Steiner (1961) as a paradigm for setting and measuring advertising objectives.  Their hierarchy-of-effects model depicts the process by which advertising works by assuming that a consumer passes through a series of steps in sequential order which include: awareness( knowledge(liking(preference(conviction(purchase. A basic premise of this model is that communication effects from advertising occur over a period of time. Advertising generally does  not lead to immediate behavioral response or purchase, but rather a series of effects must occur, with each step fulfilled before the consumer moves to the next step in the hierarchy. 

Another type of hierarchical response approach to advertising is the information processing model of advertising effects developed by McGuire (1968).  This model assumes the receiver in a persuasive communication situation is an information processor and problem solver.  The stages of this model are similar to those in other HOE models and include presentation ( attention(comprehension(yielding(retention( behavior. McGuire’s model includes a stage not found in the other models, which is retention - or the receiver’s ability to retain that portion of the comprehended information that he or she accepts as valid or relevant.  This stage is considered important since most advertising campaigns are designed not to motivate consumers to take immediate action, but rather to provide information they will use later when making a purchase decision. 

McGuire’s model views each stage of the response hierarchy as a dependent variable that should be attained and that may serve as an objective of the advertising communications process.  He also notes that each stage can be measured and thus provide the advertiser with feedback regarding the effectiveness of various advertising strategies.  For example, exposure/presentation can be measured with figures on audience size (television or radio ratings, magazine or newspaper circulation figures), attention, comprehension and/or retention can be assessed via recall or recognition tests, while acceptance or yielding can be measured through attitude and intention measures.  


Both the Lavidge and Steiner and McGuire response hierarchy models imply that either consciously or subconsciously, advertising has some intermediate effect before it impacts behavior.  The two major types of intermediate effects are cognition, the thinking dimension of a consumers’ response, and affect or the feeling dimension.  Cognitive effects include outcomes such as awareness, knowledge, comprehension and retention.  The affective dimension includes measures such as feelings, attitudes, preferences, desires, and intentions. 

However, Vakratsas and Ambler (1999), and Ambler and Goldstein (2003) argue that experience is a third principal intermediate effect that must be considered when studying the impact of advertising. They note that behavior feeds back to experience as product preferences are often formed after an initial trial.  In some situations, product experience may be the dominant factor that impacts beliefs, attitudes and preferences, and the role of advertising is to reinforce existing habits, frame the experiences or serve more of a reminding or reinforcing role. 


While the advertising response hierarchy models are considered of value in establishing communications objectives, a number of researchers have noted that there are problems with HOE models.  Major criticisms of these models include their reliance on the concept of a linear, hierarchical response process (Huey 1999; Moriarty 1983; Preston 1982), and that the models are poor predictors of actual behavior (Bendizlen 1993).   Vakratsas and Ambler (1999) reviewed more than 250 journal articles and books in an effort to better understand how advertising affects the consumer. They concluded that cognition, affect and experience are the three key intermediate measures of advertising effects. However they argue that there is little support for the concept of a hierarchy or temporal sequence of effects and suggest that they be studied in a three dimensional space rather as a hierarchy.   

Huey (1999) argues that advertising effects are part of a continuous process rather than a series of steps toward an end game of purchase or adoption.  He notes that advertising plays a continuous role in the process of persuading consumers and proposed a double helix model that includes message, media and time and the time span over which interactions between these two variables occur. Still others, (Cramphorn, 2004; Eichenbaum and Bodkin, 2000; Gordon and Ford-Hutchinson, 2002; Hall, 2004), believe that affect may actually precede cognition, and/or that it is intrinsically interwoven with how we think about advertising. Young (2004) further concluded that affect may correlate positively with some cognitive measures such as attention and purchase intention, and negatively with others such as recall. He concludes that “affect has a role to play in terms of short term sales effects and long term brand building efforts” (p.233).

Weilbacher (2001, 2002) also has been critical of hierarchy models arguing that they do not provide an accurate description of the effects of advertising, and that they have never been explicitly validated. Weilbacher, as well as Vakratas and Ambler (1999), argue that the hierarchical temporal sequence on which these models are based cannot be empirically supported and that they are intuitive, but nonvalidated explanation of how advertising works. 

While a number of concerns and issues regarding HOE models of advertising effects have been noted, others have defended their value to advertising practice and research (Barry and Howard 1990; Barry 2002).  Barry (2002) contends that HOE models remain important to both the practitioner and academic community and notes that the framework is appealing because it simple, intuitive and logical.  He argues that HOE models do help predict behavior despite the imperfection of these predictions; they provide information on where advertising strategies should focus (cognition, affect or conation) based on audience or segmentation experiences; and they provide good planning, training and conceptual tools. He calls for practitioners and academic collaboration to better understand how advertising works, testing of alternative temporal sequences of the hierarchy model, and ascertainment of the value of information from research derived in this area for advertising management.

Sales Promotion Effects

While much theorizing and research has been conducted in an attempt to determine the manner in which advertising impacts the response process of consumers, less attention has been given to other elements of IMC such as sales promotion, direct marketing, public relations and the Internet.  In practice, consumer-oriented sales promotion accounts for an equal or even greater amount of the promotional budget than media advertising for most packaged goods companies (Belch and Belch, 2004).  The increasing reliance on sales promotion is, at least in part, attributable to a greater desire by marketers for measurable and quantifiable results as well as an increasing emphasis on return on investment (Neslin 2002).  However, despite the large amounts of money spent on consumer promotions, little attention has been given to the process by which these promotions affect consumers from a communications perspective. 

Sales promotion programs are usually evaluated in terms of their impact on sales. Many marketers view sales promotion as an acceleration tool that is designed to speed up the selling process and maximize sales volume (Nielsen, Quelch and Henderson 1984).  Thus, marketers are more concerned with how sales promotion tools influence short-term sales rather than intervening variables such as awareness or attitudes as the goal of these programs is to produce immediate results.  Sales promotion incentives are generally targeted at the decision-making and purchasing stages of the buying process and can impact behavior directly because they alter the price/value relationship a product or service offers to consumers.  Incentives such as coupons or rebates result in lower prices while bonus packs, premium offers or the chance to win a prize in a contest or sweepstakes adds something of value to the product or service.  Altering price/value relationships provides consumers with a greater incentive to purchase a product immediately. Moreover, since most promotions last only for a short period of time, consumers are motivated to purchase immediately, rather than waiting. 

While many sales promotion programs are often designed to accelerate the purchase process and generate an immediate increase in sales, they can also be used a part of a marketer’s brand building efforts, influencing intervening variables such as beliefs, image, attitudes, and purchase intentions.  For example, distinctions are made between franchise or brand-building promotions versus non-franchise building promotions (Prentice 1977; Spethman 1998). The former are sales promotion activities that communicate distinctive brand attributes and contribute to the development and reinforcement of brand equity or identity.  Non-franchise building promotions are generally designed to accelerate the purchase process and generate an immediate increase in sales with little or no concerns about contributing to the building or reinforcement of brand identity and/or image. 

Several researchers have recognized the role sales promotion can play in building brand equity. Keller (1993) discusses how supporting marketing programs such as sales promotion play an important role in building and maintaining brand equity.  Chandon, Wansink and Laurent (2000) note that promotions can provide consumers with both utilitarian and hedonic benefits. Utilitarian benefits help consumers maximize the utility, efficiency, and economy of their shopping.  They are primarily instrumental, functional and cognitive and provide customer value by being a means to an end.  Hedonic benefits are non-instrumental, experiential, and affective and are appreciated for their own sake as they may provide intrinsic, stimulation, fun and self-esteem. They studied the effects of the two types of promotions and concluded that nonmonetary promotions that offer hedonic benefits may be more appropriate for brand-building activity than monetary promotions that offer utilitarian benefits.

Most of the communication effects models have focused on advertising with little attention given to how sales promotion might impact stages of the response hierarchy. An exception is a paper by Gardener and Trivedi (1998). Gardener and Trivedi used a communications framework proposed by Lilien, Kotler and Moorthy (1992) to evaluate how four promotional methods (FSI coupons, on-pack promotions, bonus packs, and on-shelf coupon dispensers) would impact response factors such as attention/impression, communication/understanding, persuasion, and purchase.  They concluded that promotional strategies are most beneficial when they communicate well to consumers across all levels of the response hierarchy. However, they offered no empirical evidence to support this generalization. 

Several researchers have theorized as to how the use of sales promotion incentives impacts the formation of attitudes and subsequent purchase behavior. For example, Rotschild and Gaidas (1981) discuss how sales promotion techniques such as samples and discount coupons can be used to influence consumer learning and behavior through the behavioral learning procedure known as shaping. They argue that the use of promotional incentives may provide positive reinforcement and help move consumers toward regular purchase of a brand.  However, the likelihood of repeat purchase may decline once a promotion is withdrawn. Sawyer and Dickson (1984) have used attribution theory to examine how sales promotion may affect consumer attitude formation.  They suggest that consumers who consistently purchase a brand because of a coupon or price-off deal may attribute their behavior to the external promotional incentive rather than to a favorable attitude toward the brand.  By contrast, when no external incentive is available, consumers are more likely to attribute their purchase behavior to favorable underlying feelings about the brand. 

Raghubir and Corfman examined whether price promotions affect pretrial evaluations of a brand (1999).  They found that offering a price promotion is more likely to lower a brand’s evaluation when the brand has not been promoted previously compared to when it has been frequently promoted and that promotions are more likely to result in negative evaluations when they are uncommon in the industry.  Subsequent research by Raghubir (2004 a,b) has shown that promotions can decrease perceptions of quality and result in a discounting of brand image. These findings suggest that the use of price promotions may actually inhibit the trial of a brand or negatively impact brand attitudes in certain situations.

Internet and Interactive Communication Effects

One of the fastest growing and most dynamic areas of IMC is the growth of communication through interactive media, particularly the Internet. Interactive media allow for a back-and-forth flow of information whereby users can participate in and modify the form and content of the information they receive in real time.  Consumers are able to assume an active rather than passive role in the response process for interactive advertising. They can decide whether they want to pay attention, collect and/or provide information, communicate with product and service providers, and even make a purchase. Published reports of effectiveness measurement in the interactive domain have focused primarily on the Internet. Many of the metrics employed are specific to that medium, and differ from those employed by more traditional advertising media. Measures such as ad impressions, clicks, unique visitors, total visits, and page impressions are the most common of the metrics employed (IAB, 2002)


Pavlou and Stewart (2000) note that the goals of interactive advertising tend to be similar to the traditional objectives of advertising, which means that many of the traditional measures of effectiveness remain relevant.  However, they note that interactive media also have some properties that expand the range of responses that might be used to measure the effectiveness of these communications as the control of the information flow is shifted from the marketer to the consumer. For example, measures such as the breadth and depth of information search can be used as indicators of traditional response variables such as awareness or interest.  Pavlou and Stewart note that the traditional paradigm used to measure the effects of advertising does not work well in an interactive context and suggest that a new paradigm is needed that recognizes the active role of consumers and their ability to interact and do things with this information.  They argue that within an interactive context, traditional measures such as awareness, attitudes and intentions or choice are not simply the result of exposure to advertising; they are also the result of direct choices made by the consumer, which are, in turn guided by the consumer’s goals. .  Pavlou and Stewart (2000) argue that comprehension is a critical part of interactive advertising and is different from how it has been defined in the advertising literature.  They suggest that this construct should go beyond measuring whether consumers can recite a claim intended by an advertiser, as it should also be characterized by measures of the degree to which information on a web site reduces uncertainty and equivocality.

The process by which consumers perceive and process online advertising has also been considered by Rodgers and Thorson (2000) who developed an integrative processing model of Internet advertising. Like Pavlou and Stewart, they argue that consumers generally enter cyberspace and process online advertising with some goal in mind. Rodgers and Thorson also note that to understand how individuals process advertisements in an interactive environment, it is important to distinguish between aspects of the environment that are consumer-controlled and those that are marketer-controlled.  Decisions regarding factors such as initiation of  Internet use, as well as the entire online experience of interacting with an online ad or website are under the control of the consumer and ultimately influences their responses. However, the way consumers process and respond to interactive communications is also influenced by factors that are under the control of the marketer such as types, format and features of ads.

Rodgers and Thorson suggest that the information processing models developed over the past two decades for traditional advertising are relevant for the interactive world. Consumers must attend to Internet ads or information contained in web sites, remember the ads or information, and develop attitudes based on this information before initiating a response. They also note that while the responses used to evaluate the effectiveness of traditional advertising are also relevant in the interactive world, there are new sets of responses that must be considered. For example, time spent at a web site may be an informative metric for measuring attention to online communications while “clicks” and “click-throughs” can also be used to measure attention to a banner ad or interest in a web site.  Memory can be assessed using measures similar to those taken in traditional advertising such as recall, recognition and comprehension.  

The Internet may be particularly valuable in providing consumers with information and impacting the cognitive stage of the response hierarchy.  However, affective measures commonly used in assessing the effects of traditional advertising are also relevant to interactive communications.  Several studies have proposed and examined a new construct, attitude-toward-the-website, which is similar to the attitude-toward-the-ad (A(ad) measure that is commonly used in advertising (Chen and Wells 1999; Bruner and Kumar 2000).  Chen and Wells (1999) developed an attitude toward the Site (A(st) scale which measures overall subjective evaluations.  Wells and Chen (2000) identified various cognitive and attributes that distinguish web sites that attract from those that alienate potential users.

Attitude toward the site is of importance as this construct may play a mediating role in determining the communications effectiveness of a web site. Stevenson, Bruner and Kumar (2000) found that as attitude toward the website improved, so did attitude toward the brand and purchase intentions. Bruner and Kumar (2000) found that website complexity and interestingness influenced attitude toward the website, which in turn showed a significant relationship to traditional advertising hierarchy of effects measures such as attitude toward the brand and purchase intentions.

Interactive advertising can also play an important role in influencing affective measures such as attitudes and purchase intention. In fact, interactive communications may be even more powerful than traditional advertising or other forms of marketing communication with respect to influencing attitudes.  Interactive communications provide marketers with the opportunity to provide detailed information, rich graphics, personalize information presentation, entertain, and respond to specific requests and/or comments. There may, however, be situations for which interactive advertising is not as effective as traditional advertising. 

Bezjian-Avery, Calder and Iacobucci (1998) conducted a study designed to determine if there are situations for which traditional advertising vehicles might be superior to interactive messages.  They argued that in traditional advertising, the presentation is linear and the consumer is passively exposed to product information.  However, for interactive advertising, consumers actively traverse the information and what they see depends on where they want to go from one step to the next. They compared the effectiveness of ads presented through an interactive advertising format versus a traditional linear format.  The results of their study showed that ads presented using a conventional format were more effective than interactive ads for certain types of consumers and certain types of ads.  For example, they found that interactivity interrupts the process of persuasion as time spent viewing an advertisement declined when an interactive format was used as did purchase intentions.  In particular, visual processing was inhibited by interactivity as respondents with a visual orientation were impacted negatively.  However, those with a more verbal orientation were unaffected by interactivity. Bezjian-Avery et al. concluded that interactive media sometimes do not perform as well as traditional linear ad presentations. They note that ad presentations and the effectiveness of interactive ads depends on whether consumers prefer receiving information in a visual versus verbal manner and whether advertising content is inherently visual or verbal in nature. 


The outcome measure of most interest to marketers is generally sales or some other form of behavior.  In some situations, behavioral related responses such as trial and purchase can be directly related to interactive media.  For example, some websites offer various forms of sales promotion such as electronic coupons which can be downloaded and redeemed or give consumers the opportunity to request product samples online. Companies engaging in electronic commerce sell directly to consumers and businesses and these behavioral responses can be measured in terms of sales.


For many marketers, interactive media are part of an overall IMC program, which may make it difficult to determine the relationship between online communication efforts and sales. For example, consumers may obtain information from a marketer’s web site that enhances knowledge about the brand and helps in the formation of a favorable attitude. However, if the product is purchased in a retail store it will be difficult to associate the online activity with sales. In these situations, marketers have to consider the use of hierarchy of effects variables as intermediate measures of the effectiveness of online communications.
Public Relations/Publicity Effects


As noted by a number of scholars, the role of public relations as a component of the integrated marketing communications process has changed significantly.  The traditional role of earning public understanding and respect, while still important, has been supplemented by a more marketing oriented approach (Kotler and Mindak 1978; Harris 1993). Some public relations academicians have been critical of the idea of viewing PR as a marketing function and the encroachment of IMC into this area.  (Lauzen 1991).  However, leading practitioners such as Ries and Ries (2002) argue that for many companies, public relations is moving toward a new role and becoming more of a marketing function versus serving a traditional PR role.  They contend that public relations is supplanting advertising as the most important element in the IMC program as consumers are coming to rely more on information they receive from through publicity and other more objective sources.  As a result, the criteria for measuring the effectiveness of the public relations effort are changing.  


While a variety of measures have been used to measure the impact of publicity and public relations, most of these focus on implementation and overall output measures as opposed to communication effects outcomes.  For example, measures such as the number of articles placed, press clipping counts, the number of impressions made on the target audience, percentage of positive versus negative articles over time, and the number of articles per publication have been used. More recent proposals have included some of these same criteria, while also incorporating more specific communications oriented goals.  For example, Holloway (1992) discusses the pros and cons of using different measures including impression counts and counting press clippings, as well as awareness and preference studies.  Holloway concludes that each of the measures offers its own advantages with the counting of press clippings as one of the more effective quantitative measures available. Others have argued for the use of media equivalencies--that is equating the time and or space of exposure to the equivalent cost of advertising. However, the Institute for Public Relations (IPR) has recommended against the use of this metric based on issues regarding measurement problems as well as the fact that there is no equivocal impact between an advertising message and simple exposures (PBI Media 2003; Phillips, 2001)


Lindenmannn (1993) suggests three levels of measures for evaluating outcomes of public relations programs including basic measures of the actual PR activities undertaken, intermediate measures of audience reception and understanding of the message, and more advanced measures which include perception and behavior changes that may result from public relations activities.  This approach has been adapted by the Ketchum public relations agency, which has developed the Ketchum Effectiveness Yardstick (KEY), a strategic approach employing three levels for measuring public relations effectiveness.  


Level 1 is the basic level for measuring public relations OUTPUTS including the amount of exposure an organization receives in the media, the total number of media placements, the total number of impressions and/or the likelihood of having reached specific target audience groups. Level 2 is the intermediate level or OUTGROWTHS, which assess whether target audience groups actually received the messages directed at them, paid attention, understood the message, and retained those messages. Level 3 is the advanced level for determining OUTCOMES and includes measures of opinion, attitude, and/or behavior change to determine if there has been a shift in views and/or how people act when it comes to an organization, its products, or its services.


One area of public relations that has received attention in regard to measuring effectiveness is that of sponsorships.  Duncan (2005) defines a sponsorship as “financial support of an organization, person, or activity in exchange for brand publicity and association.” (p. 613). 

The use of sponsorships are becoming an increasingly important part of the IMC program of many companies find them to be an effective way to build and maintain awareness as well as brand associations and image. Many companies are also attracted to event sponsorships because effective IMC programs can be built around them and promotional tie-ins can be made to local, regional, national and even international markets. (Belch and Belch 2004).


Cornwell and Maignan (1998), in a very comprehensive international review of sponsorship research, specifically reviewed studies of evaluations of sponsorships effects. Their review revealed that the goals of sponsorship typically include enhancement of brand awareness and image. The authors noted that research in this area could be categorized as exposure based methods including the monitoring of media coverage, tracking measures of effects achieved by sponsorships, and experiments.


Exposure based studies focus on the quantity and nature of media coverage as well as estimations of direct and indirect audience and are conducted by a number of commercial firms.  While companies often rely on this information, exposure based studies have been criticized on the grounds that they provide measures of output rather than outcomes of the effects of sponsorships (Pham 1991; Sparks 1995). Tracking studies are more appropriate for assessing the effects of sponsorships as they generally utilize outcome measures engendered by sponsorships   such as awareness, familiarity, brand image and preferences.  A number of empirical studies have examined the effects of sponsorships on various outcome measures such as awareness, recall of sponsors advertising, brand image, and attitudes toward sponsors and their products.  However,  the finding from these studies show only limited communication effects for sponsorships and no clear pattern has emerged in terms of their impact on measures such as corporate or brand image.


Cornwell and Maignan conclude that research on the effects of sponsorships is “ambiguous and contradictory” and has yielded inconsistent findings.  They that these inconsistencies may be a result of several factors including methodological weaknesses of the studies, a lack of control for extraneous variables and the absence of an integrative framework with which to understand and measure sponsorship effects. Citing Moriarty (1994), the authors concur that it is difficult to measure the effects of sponsorships if they are considered in isolation.  They note that “sponsorship’s impact on consumers can be understood only by simultaneously integrating the effects of advertising and other promotions. “ (p. 18).
Direct Marketing Effects

Direct marketing has generally been viewed as a promotional tool that is designed to elicit some type of behavioral response from consumers in the form of purchase, requests for additional information, or providing a sales lead. As noted by Duncan (2005), in direct marketing a response is defined as something said or done in response to a marketing communication. Direct marketing may employ a variety of media. Direct mail, infomercials, telemarketing, and direct response print and broadcast ads have the same objective which is to generate a response such as requests for additional information or actual purchase.  Thus measures of effectiveness almost always focus on the behavioral response generated by the message. Metrics such as cost per response or inquiry, cost per order (CPO), orders per thousand, and dollar amounts purchased (DAP) are just a few of the criteria employed to measure short term effectiveness of direct marketing while measures such as lifetime value of customers are beginning to be used to assess long term effects.  (Roberts & Berger 1999; Nash, 2000). 


One form of direct marketing that has become increasingly popular in recent years is the infomercial, which is a program length paid advertisement used to promote an organization’s product or service through information and persuasion (Balasubramanian 1994). Infomercials are sometimes used by major companies to provide information to educate consumers about a product or service and influence attitudes and purchase intentions (Edwards 2001).  However, the majority of infomercials are designed to generate more behavioral responses such as requests for additional information and immediate sales and can be analyzed from a HOE perspective.  As noted by Brodowsky and Belch (2002), infomercials generally follow a formulaic sequence that assumes a learn(feel(do response sequence. Viewers first learn as they are shown information about the benefits of the product or service. Next, viewer feelings are evoked through, emotional testimonials from those whose lives have improved by using the product or service.  Finally, a direct response appeal encourages viewers to take action and order the product or service.  Post purchase behavior in terms of favorable outcomes or experience is also addressed through “money back guarantees” or “30-day risk free trials.”    



Infomercials are designed to accelerate a purchase process that may normally span weeks or months and condense it by moving viewers through the stages of the response hierarchy in a  short time period. Promotional premiums are offered to those who respond within a given time period to accelerate the response process and encourage immediate action. Singh et al (2000) have noted that infomercials include desirable characteristics of advertising along with direct experience as the detailed demonstrations help viewers experience the promoted product or service vicariously.  They have also argued that infomercials facilitate vicarious learning as the length of the messages allows for a detailed discussion of product attributes that can inform and educate the viewer. The product demonstrations featured in infomercials can also help viewers learn more about the product, which can enhance the development of favorable attitudes toward the product or service and increase the probability of purchase. 

While infomercials are often designed to generate an immediate behavior, not all consumers who respond to them are acting in an impulsive manner.  Agee and Martin (2001) found that the majority of purchases made from infomercials involved some degree of planning rather than being made on the spur of the moment.  They also found that impulse purchasers view infomercials less frequently than planned purchasers, have seen the infomercial for the product less often , and think less about the reasons for purchased provided in the infomercial. 

While direct marketing’s ultimate goal is to generate a response, it is also likely that direct marketing programs contribute to other communications objectives as well. Direct response rates may typically range in the 1-3% rate depending on the medium, the product offering, the list, and other factors. However, using these response rates as the sole indicator of effectiveness would seemingly vastly underestimate the impact of this form of communication. Direct marketing messages certainly create awareness and interest in the product, and may even result in trial and sales that cannot be directly tracked by the behavioral criteria alone. This is particularly true when the company sponsoring the direct communication has other outlets (stores) where the product might be purchased. Thus, to assess the true effects of the campaign, more intermediate HOE measures such as awareness, attitude toward the brand, or trial might be included. 

Synergistic Effects


While numerous studies have been conducted to measure the effectiveness of individual IMC elements, far less attention has been given to examining the synergistic effects of multiple marketing communication tools working together, despite the fact that consumers are likely to receive information from a variety of sources. Indeed, one of the fundamental ideas behind IMC is that all of a company’s marketing and promotional activities should project a consistent and unified message and image to the consumer. Moreover, as noted by Naik and Raman (2003), “a central tenet of the IMC approach, which distinguishes it from the conventional view, is that each medium enhance the contributions of all other media.  This distinction is driven by the potential existence of synergy, that is, the added value of one medium, as a result of the presence of another medium, causing the causing the combined effect of media to exceed the sum of their individual effects.” (p. 385)


The problem of ignoring synergistic or interaction effects of the various IMC tools has been recognized.  For example, Weilbacher (2001) argues that hierarchy models of advertising effects really cannot be validated since they are concerned only with advertising in the form of discrete brand-centered sponsored and content-controlled media messages.  He states that “in addition to advertising, and, in lesser degree from brand to brand, the total marketing communications program will also include, public relations; a broad range of sales price and point-of-purchase promotional activities; brand websites; direct response marketing; sponsorship programs with athletes or other celebrities; sponsorship of sporting events and stadia, pop culture events, and classical cultural events and halls; in-store display and sampling programs; movie and TV show product placements; and who knows what else?” (p. 21).  Weilbacher notes that consumers are constantly immersed in brand-sponsored communications that differ in significant degree from content-controlled advertising messages. He concludes that there is a need to think about the effects of advertising and other forms of marketing communication from an IMC perspective and understand how consumers synthesize individual IMC inputs into an overall conception of a brand. 


As noted by Naik and Raman (2003), few studies have systematically investigated the role of synergy in multimedia comparison. One of the first studies to consider the impact of using multiple media was conducted by Jagpal (1981) who found evidence of a synergistic effect from using a combination of radio and print advertising for a bank. A study conducted by a consortium of radio networks in Britain using field surveys found that radio advertising reinforced the imagery created by television commercials (Gay 1985).   The radio industry refers to this synergistic effect, whereby the images of a TV commercial may be relived when listening to a radio spot, as “image transfer” and continues to promote it as an advantage of radio advertising. More recently Naik and Raman (2003) used proprietary advertising data provided by Levi Strauss for the company’s Docker’s brand to examine the synergy between television and print advertising. Their study found evidence of a synergistic effect between television and print advertising on retail sales of the brand. However, they did not consider how the two media vehicles interacted to impact communication effects. 


There have been several industry studies which have been conducted in an attempt to determine the synergistic effects of traditional advertising and online advertising. The specific purpose of these studies was to examine how the addition of online advertising to a more traditional media mix would impact a variety of response measures including awareness, recall and recognition. 


The Interactive Advertising Bureau, employing a research methodology endorsed by the Advertising Research Foundation (ARF) and ESOMAR (The European Society for Opinion and Marketing Research), conducted  four case studies examining the synergistic impact of including online advertising given a fixed budget (2003). The studies involved re-allocating monies from existing promotional budgets to integrate online advertising with traditional advertising in print and broadcast media (radio and TV). Response measures including brand awareness, brand image, trial and purchase intent were measured.  In sum, these studies indicated that for a fixed budget, the synergistic effects of integrated media usage led to an increase in communications effects including awareness, brand image and purchase intentions. In addition to increasing awareness and recall, the studies indicated that the inclusion of online media could result in as much as a 20% increase in purchase intentions. 


 The Online Publishers Association (OPA) and the Millward Brown IntelliQuest Research organization conducted a media mix study examining the synergistic effects of television and online advertising using a single forced advertising exposure (2002). The study used advertising for the U.S. Air Force (a high awareness, high involvement category), a four cell experimental design (control, TV only, online only, TV + online) and dependent variables of recall and memorability of the ads. The results of the study indicated that television alone led to no significant increases in awareness or day-after-recall. However TV and online, when used together, had a synergistic effect as there was a nine percent increase in recall of the TV ad; and there was a higher recognition of online ads overall  when the TV ads are seen, resulting in  a 48% increase in recall of the online advertisements. 

In a joint study conducted by Kraft Foods, American Airlines and Subaru,  and a number of media research organizations (DoubleClick/Nielsen/NetRatings/IMS) an analysis of these companies’ 2002 advertising campaigns was undertaken, with a cross-media simulation developed to measure effectiveness (2003). The results of the studies indicated that combining online with TV advertising resulted in a gain of  three million exposures (3 rating points); television alone was less effective than TV + online to reach specific audiences including teens, professionals and working women; and in every campaign studied, adding online advertising increased exposure to those who watch less TV.

The studies of synergistic effects discussed thus far have been based on actual market or field studies. However, there have also been several studies conducted using controlled laboratory experiments. Keller and Edell (1999) examined the effects of coordinated television and print advertisements on consumers’ comprehension and evaluation of advertising.  They found that a coordinated TV and print media strategy led to greater processing of the ads and improved memory performance than either print or TV alone.  Their study also showed that the nature of the processing depended upon exposure order.  Print reinforcement strategies, whereby the print ad was seen after the TV ad, resulted in greater processing of the print ad and evaluation of ad-related information.  Print teaser strategies, whereby the print ad was seen before the TV ad, led to more processing of the TV ad and more comprehension of ad-related information.

Another stream of research has considered how sales promotion might interact with advertising to impact consumer evaluations.  Smith (1993) found that exposure to advertising lessened the negative effects of an unfavorable trial experience on brand evaluations when the ad preceded trial.  However, when a negative trial experience preceded exposure to advertising, evaluations of the ad were more negative.  Other studies (Levin and Gaeth 1988) have also shown that when exposure precedes usage experience, advertising is relatively more effective. Hoch and Ha (1986) found that advertising’s framing effect is stronger when the product category is ambiguous in the sense that quality is hard to determine.  These studies suggest that marketers should consider using advertising prior to the use of sampling or demonstration programs so they can frame consumers’ reactions to the product once it is used on a trial basis.

Summarizing the Effects of the IMC Tools


Thus far we have examined how the primary tools used in IMC including advertising, sales promotion, the Internet and interactive media, publicity/public relations and direct marketing might impact consumers in terms of communications effects. Attention has also been give to the synergistic effects that occur when several IMC tools are used in combination. In this section we summarize how the various IMC tools might impact the various stages of the response process.  Table 1 shows how these IMC tools can be used to present information to consumers as well as measures of their impact of the major IMC tools for t6he cognitive, affective and conative stages of the response process. As can be seen in this table, there are various measures that can be used for assessing the impact each IMC tool at each level of the response hierarchy dimensions


Presentation/Exposure -. Although not really part of the response process per se, the first consideration facing IMC planners is making sure that consumers have the opportunity to see and/or hear their messages. Measures of message presentation and exposure are available for the various IMC tools and can be used by planners to assess the number of consumers in the target audience who will be exposed to various forms of marketing communication.  These measures vary across IMC tools as well as for individual elements and different types of media.  
Determining levels of presentation and exposure to various forms of marketing communication is generally not a problem for most IMC elements.  Media planners can determine factors such as audience size, reach, and frequency for various advertising media as well as various forms of direct marketing.  Distribution of sales promotion offers such as samples, coupons, premium, rebates and other acceleration tools can also be measured.  Exposure to web sites and banner ads on the Internet can be measured by metrics such as traffic and page views. One area where there may be problems in determining assessing presentation/exposure levels is in public relations, particularly with regard to the issue of media equivalencies.  Metrics such as the number of positive articles placed and impression counts are not necessarily the equivalent of an advertising message nor are exposures generated by sponsorships.  For the latter, exposures are often measured by the amount of time a company or brand name is visible or audible.  This type of exposure does not offer the opportunity to communicate a message in the traditional advertising sense and the value of presenting a message in this manner needs to be adjusted accordingly. 


Cognitive Dimension - Under the cognitive dimension, there are a number of different measures that can be used to determine whether the messages sent through various forms of IMC are noticed and having an impact.  Recall and recognition measures can be used to determine whether consumers have seen or heard communications and whether there is top-of-mind accessibility of the brand in memory. Higher order cognitive measures can also be used to determine the extent to which various forms of IMC are effective in creating or changing beliefs, perceptions and/or associations about a brand or company.  

It is important to recognize that the cognitive dimension of consumer response can be influenced by a singular IMC tool or by a multiple forms of communication. Indeed the basic premise of integration is that the entire IMC program should be designed and coordinated with the goal of creating multiple links to core benefits or other key brand associations. It should also be noted that some IMC tools might be particularly effective in communicating more detailed information and impacting cognitive outcomes such as knowledge structures or comprehension.  As noted, Pavlou and Stewart (2000) imply that comprehension, which they define as the recall of the message as intended by the advertiser, may be impacted differently by interactive advertising versus traditional media advertising.  Interactive advertising on a website offers greater opportunity to reduce uncertainty and equivocality and provide information that is useful and relevant to consumers.

One of the major advantages of the Internet as an IMC tool is its ability to deliver a tremendous amount of information to consumers since, unlike traditional media advertising, it is not bound by time and space limitations. Moreover, the interactivity of the Internet makes it possible for consumers to choose what type of information they want to attend to as well control the amount and depth of processing of this information. Thus, the Internet can be particularly valuable for providing consumers with information and thus creating higher order beliefs and affect.  This may be particularly true when consumers are highly involved with a product or service category and thus are more likely to be following what Ray (1973) as well as Vaughn (1980) describe as a standard learning hierarchy which follows a learn(feel(do response sequence. Yoon and Kim (2001) examined consumers’ use of media for obtaining information for four different product categories including high versus low involvement products.  They found that the Internet was a preferred source of information for highly involved as well as rationally oriented consumers.  

Affective Dimension - Under the affective dimension, attention must be given to the feelings that are created among consumers by IMC tools. Affect can be assessed at different levels including feelings toward the message, the brand, and/or the company.  It has been well recognized that affective responses to advertising can be categorized into attitude toward the ad, which is a measure of likeability of the ad itself and attitude toward the brand (MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 1986).  As noted earlier, attention is also being focused on affective responses to interactive messages (Chen and Wells 1999; Bruner and Kumar 2000).  Digital media such as the Internet are assuming a much greater role in the branding efforts of many companies as marketers take advantage of their interactive and targeting capabilities (Bianco 2004).  Companies such as BMW, American Express, Levi Strauss, Coca-Cola, Daimler-Chrysler and many other have also begun creating their own branded content for the Internet in the form of short films and other forms of entertainment.  Thus, consideration will have to be given to developing measures for assessing how the content on web sites impacts consumers’ perceptions of company and/or brand image as well as attitudes and preferences. 

Affective responses to other forms of marketing communications must also be considered.  For example, marketers need to develop direct mail pieces or promotions such as premium offers or contests, games and sweepstakes that will be perceived favorably by consumers. Sponsorships are another IMC tool which can influence affect in the form of brand image and attitudes. A major reason companies become involved with sponsorships is because they feel that the association of their company and/or brand with the sponsored entity will build positive image and/or feelings among consumers.  Cornwell and Maignan (1998) suggest that brand equity theory, as conceptualized by Keller (1993) may afford an ideal framework for the analysis of brand-related sponsorship effects.  

It is important for IMC planners to consider affective responses to various forms of marketing communication as studies show these constructs are positively related to brand attitudes and purchase intentions. Brand attitudes and purchase intentions are well recognized as playing a central role in the study of advertising and consumer behavior and assessment of the degree to which IMC tools either individually or collectively influence these constructs is important. 

Behavioral Dimension - The final response stage is behavior which is the primary outcome variable of interest to marketers.  Purchase behaviors can be decomposed into several levels including trial, which is the first use or choice of a brand; repurchase or the subsequent choice of the same brand; brand loyalty and brand switching. Marketers generally use sales as the outcome measure that reflects the purchase behavior of consumers at the aggregate level. Some researchers go so far as to argue that knowledge of intervening or process variables is unnecessary, and focus on relating advertising or promotional variables directly to purchase behavior measures such as sales, market share, ROI and brand choice.  These studies employ econometric models of market response to advertising at both aggregate and individual levels and do not consider intermediate effects.  Aggregate level studies use market level data such as advertising expenditures or gross rating points and brand sales or market share (e.g., Deighton et. al 1994; Pedrick and Zufryden 1991).  Individual-level studies use information derived from scanner data to relate the number of exposures to advertising for an individual (or household) to brand choice.  Market response level studies have the advantage of employing objective data and have been valuable in understanding factors such as the relationship between advertising and sales, carry-over effects of advertising, and advertising response elasticity. However, the difficulty of determining the relationship between advertising and sales should also be recognized, as there are numerous other factors that can influence this outcome. 

While measuring the impact of advertising through behavioral measures is often difficult, this is not the case for several of the other IMC tools. For example, as noted earlier, the effectiveness of direct marketing efforts are generally evaluated on the basis of sales. It is also possible to use behavioral measures to assess the impact of certain types of sales promotions. For example, redemption rates of coupons or rebates can be used to determine the effectiveness of these sales promotion programs in terms of sales.  The goal of frequency programs is to create brand or store loyalty and encourage consumers to use a product or service or patronize a store on a continual basis.  Databases make it possible to identify and track the purchases of consumers. 

Behavioral measures can also be used to track the effectiveness of interactive media.  Many consumer product companies now distribute coupons or allow consumers to request product samples through websites. The effectiveness of these promotions for generating trial of a new product or stimulating demand for an existing brand can be tracked.  For companies engaging in E-commerce, sales generated via their websites are a direct measure of effectiveness.

              Interactions and Experience - Most of the discussion to this point has focused on how individual IMC tools might impact consumers’ response. However, it is important to recognize that a fundamental premise of integrated marketing communications is that consumers’ perceptions of a company and/or its various brands are a synthesis of the bundle of messages they receive or the contacts they have through IMC programs. Marketers must give attention to not only the main effects the various IMC tools might have on cognition, affect and behavior but also consider how the various tools might interact, leading to an even greater impact. As noted earlier, advertising and sales promotion may interact to frame consumers’ reactions to the product trial. Product trial created through sales promotion techniques such as sampling or high-value couponing may be more likely to result in favorable attitudes and subsequent purchase when accompanied by media advertising. The combination of advertising and public relations activities may lead to a more favorable attitude toward the company or brand than either could individually. Using advertising to drive consumers to a website may be a more effective strategy than relying on the site itself.   

Huey (1999) notes that there is a rich compound of signals and cues that marketers must bind with their brands in order to achieve differentiation and create perceptions of value that cannot be communicated by one ad, one exposure or even one campaign.  Actually, this idea can be extended further as more attention needs to be given to how all of the various IMC tools can be used to influence each stage of the response process of consumers, how they might interact with one another, and how their impact might vary by product category and/or audience type.

As previously stated, Vakratsas and Ambler (1999) propose that advertising be evaluated in a three-dimensional space using the dimensions of cognition, affect, and experience. They suggest that these dimensions be adjusted in accordance with context factors such as product category, competitive environment, other marketing mix components, stage of the product life cycle and the target audience. Consumers’ involvement is another variable that has to be considered when evaluating the effects of IMC programs and the importance of the role of the various IMC elements (Vaughn 1980). 

Conclusions

As marketers continue to adopt IMC as an approach to planning and executing their marketing communication programs, more consideration must be given to how they can evaluate the impact of IMC tools, both individually and in combination. Attention must be given to measuring all types of customer contacts and experiences a present or potential customer has with a company and its products.  Previous theorizing and research has aided our understanding of how individual communication tools affect the response process of consumers the various stages of the response hierarchy.  However, a number of issues regarding the HOE remain unresolved and must be addressed such as testing different temporal sequencing and conducting longitudinal studies of consumes movement through the various stages of the model (Barry 2002).    However, but offers little insight as to how they might work together from integrated perspective.

 As noted by Weilbacher (2001), more attention must also be given to how consumers responds to entire IMC campaigns rather than singular elements.  Thus far no model has been developed of how an entire integrated marketing communications program might impact the consumer response process and hierarchy. The goal of this paper has been to review how the various communication tools such as advertising, sales promotion, direct marketing, interactive media and publicity/public relations impact the response process individually and to consider how they might interact with one another. Our goal is to encourage thinking and theory development regarding the need for viewing the impact of the various marketing communications tools from an integrated perspective. 

Table 1

IMC Response Metrics

	Response Stage
	Advertising
	Sales Promotion
	Direct Marketing
	Internet and

Interactive
	Publicity/

Public Relations

	Presentation/

Exposure
	Reach

Frequency

Ratings

Circulation
	Distribution of Promotional Offers

(Samples/Coupons)

P-O-P Displays
	Pieces mailed

Circulation

Ratings
	Traffic

Page views

Time spent

on site
	Media Placements

Number of positive/negative

articles

Video/audio

exposures



	COGNITIVE

Brand Awareness/

attention

Brand Knowledge/

Comprehension
	Recall

Recognition

Brand Beliefs/

Perceptions/

Associations


	Recall

Recognition

Brand Beliefs/

Perceptions/

Associations
	Recall

Recognition

Inquiries

Beliefs/

Perceptions.

Associations


	Recall/

Recognition

Hits/visits

Click throughs

Page Visits

Brand Beliefs/

Perceptions/ A
	Recall

Impressions

Brand/Company

Beliefs/

Perceptions/

Associations

	AFFECTIVE

Attitudes

  Message

Brand

Intentions


	Attitude(Ad

Attitude(
Brand

Purchase

Intentions


	Attitude(Promotion

Attitude(Brand

Purchase Intentions


	Attitudes(
Message

Attitude

(Brand

Purchase Intention


	Attitude(Site

Attitude(
Brand

Perceptions/

Associations

Purchase intent
	Attitude(Event

Attitudes(
Company/ brand

Purchase Intent

	
	
	
	
	
	

	BEHAVIOR

Trial

Repeat Purchase/

Loyalty


	Initial Sales

Sales and

Market share
	Redemption/use

of coupons, rebates

samples

Sales made during promotion

Membership in loyalty programs
	Initial sales

Repeat 

Sales
	Redemption/

use of online coupons or samples

Sales directly from web site
	Attendance

Sales

Market share
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