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INTEGRATED MARKETING COMMUNICATION
EFFECTIVENESS VALUATION APPROACHES:
BIBLIOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF RECENT YEARS

Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) has emerged as a core element of strategic marketing,
particularly in the context of digital transformation and increasing demands for accountability. Despite
its centrality in practice, scholarly evaluation of IMC effectiveness remains methodologically diverse and
theoretically fragmented. This study aims to systematically analyze how IMC effectiveness has been as-
sessed in peer-reviewed academic literature over the past 34 years (1991-2024). The research seeks to
identify dominant theoretical perspectives, categorize key measurement tools, and expose gaps in stan-
dardization. To achieve these objectives, a bibliometric analysis was conducted using the Bibliometrix R
package. The dataset comprised 410 peer-reviewed articles retrieved from the Scopus database through
a structured query focused on IMC effectiveness. The methodology included keyword co-occurrence
analysis, co-citation mapping, and trend analysis to reveal thematic clusters, leading contributors, and
the intellectual structure of the field. The results identified five major thematic clusters: (1) conceptual
foundations, (2) brand equity and consumer behavior, (3) measurement models and return on invest-
ment, (4) digital and social media integration, and (5) global and emerging market applications. The
findings reveal a progression from conceptual discourse in the 1990s to the emergence of quantita-
tive models and digital engagement frameworks in recent years. Despite this development, a unified
evaluation framework remains absent. This study contributes to the advancement of IMC scholarship by
synthesizing key trends and offering a foundation for future interdisciplinary research. Practically, the
findings underscore the need for context-sensitive, integrative metrics to guide both academic inquiry
and managerial decision-making.

Keywords: marketing, communications, effectiveness, engagement, digitalization.
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MHTerpaumsaAaHFaH MapKeTUMHITIK KOMMYHUKALIMSIAQPADbIH,
TUIMAIAITIH OaFaAay TOCIAAEPI: COHFbI XKbIAAAPAAFbI
OMOAMOMETPUSIABIK TaAAQY

MHTerpaumsgAaHrad MapkeTUHITIK KoMMyHuKaumsaaap (MMK) — kasipri 3amaHfbl CTpaTermsabik,
MapKeTMHITiH MaHbI3Abl OBAIriHE aiHaAAbl. Ocipece UMMPAbIK, 63repicTep YAEpIiCiHAE XKeHe HaTUXere
KOMbIAQTbIH TaAamnTap KylwlenreH Tycra. Texipubeae KeHiHEH KOAAAHbIAbIN >KypreHimeH, MMK
TMIMAIAITIH FbIABIMKM TYpFblA@ GaFaray 8AiCTepi KaAblMTacraraH, TEOPUSAbIK, Heri3aepi LwalliblpaHKbl
Kynae Kaabin oTbip. Ocbl 3epTTeyaiH MakcaTbl — 1991 xbiapsaH 2024 XblAFa AEMiHI apaAbIKTa Xapbik,
KepreH fbiabiMu eHOekTepae IMC THIMAIAITT Kaaal GaFaraHFaHbIH >XYMEAl TypAe capanTtay. 3epTrey
6apbICbIHAA Heri3ri TeOpUSAbIK, 6aFbITTapAbl aHbIKTay, 6aFaray KypaaAapbliH XKiKTey >KoHe CTaHAAPTTbIH
XKeTicreywiAiKTepiH KepceTy Ke3AeAAl. ATaaraH MakcaTTapra >eTy yiuliH R 6arAapAamacbiHAAFbI
Bibliometrix TonTamachl KOAAQHbBIAbIM, GUBAMOMETPUSIABIK, TAAAQY XKYPTi3iAAL. DMIMUPUSAABIK, AEPEKKO3
peTiHae Scopus 6a3acbiHaH aabiHFaH, UMK THiMAiAiriHe apHaAFaH >KyreAi i3aey HoTXKeCiHAE ipikTeAreH
410 FbIAbIMM MaKaAa ManAaAaHbIAAbL. DAICTEMEAIK Taciaaepre 6acTbl YFbIMAAPADBIH XKMIAIMH TarAay,
Gipre AsiiekTey (KO-LMTaums) KeAirepiH GeliHeAey >kaHe TaKbIpbINTbIK, 6aFbITTapAbIH, AAMY YAEpICiH
capanay Kipai. bya Ttacia MMK 3epTTeyAepiHAEri 3uATKEPAIK KYPbIAbIMABI, >KETEKLi GarbiTTap MeH
Heri3ri aBTopAapAbI aHblKTayFa MyMKIHAIK 6epai. Taaaay HaTHXKeciHAE 6EC HEri3ri TakbIPbIMNThIK, XKXMbIH
TONTACTbIPbIAAbI: TY>KbIPbIMAAMAABIK, Heri3aep; OpeHA MeH TYTbIHYLIbIHbIH MiHE3-KYAKbI;, TMIMAIAIKTI
eALLey YATiAepi MeH MHBeCTULMS KanTapbiMbl (ROI); UM@PABIK KaHe dAeyMETTIK XeAirepai OipikTipy;
>kahaHAbIK, >XoHe Aamylibl HapbIKTapAaFbl KOAAAHY epekiueAikTepi. 3eptrey 6apbicbiHaa IMC
TUIMAIAIriH GaFaray TOCIAAEPIHIH YaKblT aFbIMbIMEH KaAal ©3repreHi aHblKTaAAbl. AereHMeH, oAi
KyHre AeiiH GipblHFaii, >KaAmbiFa opTak, 6arasay XyWeci KaAbinTacnaraHbl GankasAbl. bya 3eptrey

© 2025 Al-Farabi Kazakh National University 21


https://doi.org/10.26577/be202515222
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-5746-7795
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-7774-781X
mailto:a.orazayev@kimep.kz
mailto:a.orazayev@kimep.kz

Integrated marketing communication effectiveness valuation approaches: bibliometric analysis of recent years

Fbl FbIAbIMM BGIAIMA] TOABIKTHIPbIMN, GAFbITTAPADI XKYNEAEY apKbIAbl TEOPUSIAbIK, YAEC KOCaAbl. COHbIMEH
KaTap, Kap>KbIAbIK, TYTbIHYLLIbIAbIK, )XOHE LMQPAbIK, KOPCETKILLTEPAT GipiKTIpeTiH, HaKTbl Xaraaitra 6e-
MIMAEATEH KelleHAI 6aranay YAriAepiH 93ipAeyAiH MaHbIBAbIAbIFbIH KOPCETIN, 6acKapyLbIAbIK, LWeLwiM
KabbiAnAayAa Aa MaMAAAbl YCbIHbICTap GepeAi.

Ty#iH ce3aep: MapKETUHT, KOMMYHMKAUMAAQP, TMIMAIAIK, KaTbICy, UMMDPAAHABIPY.

A K. Opaszaes’, B.C. lapkaBeHKO

Yhusepcuter KMMITI, AamaTbl, KazaxcraH
*e-mail: a.orazayev@kimep.kz

Moaxoab! K oueHke 3¢ppeKTMBHOCTH MHTErPUPOBAHHbIX
MapKeTUHIOBbIX KOMMYHUKALLMIA:
OMOAMOMETPUUYECKMI aHAAMU3 MOCAEAHUX AeT

MHTerpmpoBaHHble MapKeTMHroBble KOMMYyHMKaumn (MMK) cTaan HeoTbeMAeMbIM 3AEMEHTOM
CTpaTErMuyeckoro MapkeTmHra, 0CO6EHHO B YCAOBMSIX LMDPOBOM TpaHCOpMaLmMK U pacTylumx Tpe-
60BaHUi1 K M3MEPUMOCTH IPPEKTUBHOCTU. HECMOTPS Ha LUMPOKOE MPHUMEHEHME B MPAKTHKE, akaAe-
Mmnyeckas oueHka adekTrBHocTM MMK 0CTaétcs METOAOAOMMYECKM PA3HOPOAHOM M TeopeTnyecKn
bparmMeHTMPoBaAHHON. LIeAblo HacToSLWEro MCCAEAOBAHUS SIBASIETCS CUCTEMATUMYECKMIT aHAAN3 AAS MO-
CAEAYIOLLEro ONpeAeAeHMs MOAXOAOB K OoLeHMBaHMo adpdekTBHOCTM MMK B peueH3npyemMon Hayu-
HOWM AMTepaType 3a nocaeaHue 34 roaa (1991-2024). MccaepoBaHWe HanpaBAEHO HA BbISIBAEHME Be-
AYLLMX TEOPETUYECKMX MOAXOAOB, KAACCUMMKALMIO KAIOUEBBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB OLIEHKM M OMpPeAeAeHme
Npo6eAoB B CTaHAAPTM3ALUMU. AAS AOCTUXKEHMS MOCTABAEHHbIX LeAei OblA MPOBEAEH GMOAMOMETPU-
YeckMi aHaAM3 C MCMoAb3oBaHWeM nakeTa Bibliometrix Aas s13bika R. B kauecTBe amnmpuyeckoit 6asbl
MCMNoAb30BaAMChb 410 peLeH3MpyemMbiX HayUHbIX CTaTeln, 0TOOpaHHbIX M3 6a3bl AaHHBIX Scopus Mo Le-
AEBOMY MOWCKOBOMY 3arnpocCy, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOMY Ha 3 dekTnBHOCTL IMC. MeToAO0AOrMS BKAIOYAAQ
AQHAAM3 CO-BCTPEYAEMOCTM KAIOUEBbLIX CAOB, aHAAM3 LMTUPOBAHMS M aHAAM3 AMHAMMKW TeMATUUYECKMX
HanpPaBAEHWI, YTO MO3BOAMAO BbISIBUTb BEAYLLME NCCAEAOBATEAbCKME KAACTEPDI, KAIOUYEBbIX aBTOPOB U
MHTEAAEKTYaAbHYIO CTPYKTYPY 06AaCTW. Pe3yAbTaTbl aHaAM3a BbISIBUAW MSATb OCHOBHbIX TEMATUYECKMX
KAAcTepoB: (1) KOHUENTyaAbHble OCHOBbI, (2) BPEHAMHT U1 NMoBeAeHWe noTpebuteaein, (3) MOAEAM U3-
MepeHus 1 oueHka peHTabeabHocTH (ROI), (4) nHTerpaums UMgpPOBbIX U COLMAAbHBIX Meama, (5) npu-
MeHeHne MMK B rn06aAbHOM 1 pa3BMBalOLLEMCS KOHTEKCTe. HecMoTpst Ha 3HauUMTEeAbHbI Mporpecc,
ObIAO BbISIBAEHO, UTO YHMBEPCaAbHasi MOAEAb oueHkM MK noka He ccpopmupoBaHa. MccaepoBaHme
BHOCWT BKAQA B pasBuTHe HayuHo 6a3bl o MK, npeaaarasi cucteMatmamMpoBaHHOE NMOHUMaHWe KAI-
YEBbIX TEHAEHLMI U (DOPMUPYSt OCHOBY AASE BYAYLLIMX MESKAMCLMIAMHAPHbBIX MCCAEAOBaHMIA. [TpakTu-
yeckasi 3HaUMMOCTb 3aKAIOYAETCS B HEOBGXOAMMOCTHM MPUMEHEHUSI KOHTEKCTYAAbHO aAANTUPOBaHHbBIX 1
MHTErpaTMBHbBIX METPUK AAS AKAAEMUYECKMX W YNIPABAEHUYECKMX LIEAEN.

KAtoueBble cAoBa: MapKeTUHI, KOMMYHMKALUMK, 3(PDEKTUBHOCTb, BOBAEYEHHOCTb, LIMPOBM3ALMS.

Introduction

Integrated Marketing Communication (hereinaf-
ter — IMC) emerged in the beginning of 1990s due to
the increasingly shattered media landscape and the
need for coherent brand messaging across multiple
platforms (Kitchen & Schultz, 1999: 21-38). Inte-
grated Marketing Communication (IMC) involves
the purposeful coordination of a company’s distinct
promotional activities such as advertising, public re-
lations, direct marketing, and digital communication
in order to create a consistent and reinforcing brand
message across all channels (Duncan & Moriarty,
1998:1-13). Researchers have suggested that inte-
gration enhances consumer recognition, improves
message clarity, and contributes to the development
of stronger relationships with stakeholders (Kitch-
en, 2017: 11-30; Schultz & Kitchen, 2000:17-21).

As IMC gained academic and practical popu-
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larity, a growing body of research explored how
to measure and evaluate its effectiveness in re-
cent years. Initial theoretical frameworks primar-
ily aimed to demonstrate the conceptual value of
IMC (Caywood & Ewing, 1991:295-299). In re-
cent decades, scholars have developed a variety of
metrics and analytical frameworks, spanning from
econometric modeling of media synergy (Naik &
Raman, 2003:375-388) to measurement scales for
IMC implementation at the firm level (Porcu et al.,
2017: 692-718). Although substantial efforts have
been made, developing standardized and universally
accepted IMC effectiveness valuation tools remains
an ongoing challenge (Kliatchko, 2008: 133-160;
Seri¢, 2016: 577-597).

Although several narrative reviews and meta-
analyses of IMC have been conducted (e.g., Lux-
ton et al., 2015: 37-46; Madhavaram, 2005: 69-80;
Schultz & Patti, 2009:75-84), the field still lacks
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a comprehensive bibliometric analysis that spe-
cifically addresses the evaluation of effectiveness.
Specifically, this research systematically delineates
the intellectual structure and thematic evolution
of IMC effectiveness literature through advanced
bibliometric techniques, including keyword co-
occurrence analysis, citation and co-citation analy-
sis, and temporal trend mapping. While previous
reviews predominantly concentrate on publication
growth trajectories, prominent authors, and topic
overviews within the IMC domain, they frequently
restrict their analysis to select specific journals or
geographic regions. Therefore, to address this gap,
the present study conducts a comprehensive bib-
liometric analysis of IMC research published over
the past 34 years, using the Scopus database and the
Bibliometrix R-package (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017:
959-975).

The primary objectives are to identify key pub-
lication trends, leading authors, influential institu-
tions, and core journals within the IMC domain.
The study also examines citation dynamics and co-
citation networks to uncover the intellectual struc-
ture underpinning IMC effectiveness research. In
addition, it highlights dominant themes related to
effectiveness measurement tools such as return on
investment (ROI), brand equity, synergy model-
ing, and consumer engagement. Finally, it explores
emerging areas of interest, including digital IMC,
consumer empowerment, and applications in emerg-
ing markets, which represent promising avenues for
future investigation.

By offering a systematic, quantitative overview
of the IMC literature, this study contributes valuable
insights for both scholars and practitioners aiming
to enhance evaluation methodologies and advance
theoretical understanding of how integrated com-
munication strategies influence market outcomes.
The subsequent sections outline the research meth-
odology, present key findings, and propose future
research directions.

Literature review

The concept of Integrated Marketing Commu-
nication (IMC) is grounded in the understanding
that various promotional tools such as advertising,
sales promotion, direct marketing, public relations,
and personal selling should be strategically aligned
to ensure a consistent and cohesive brand message.
Early scholarly work emphasized the transition
from product-focused, one-way advertising to a ho-
listic framework centered on consumer engagement

(Duncan & Moriarty, 1998: 1-13). This evolution
was spurred by the fragmentation of media channels
and the realization that an undifferentiated, mass
communication approach often falls short of deliv-
ering sustained brand equity or consumer loyalty
(Keller, 2009: 139-155).

Subsequent studies refined this premise by high-
lighting IMC’s strategic function. Rather than view-
ing IMC merely as a tactical toolset, scholars argued
for its integration at the highest organizational lev-
els, linking marketing objectives to corporate goals
and embedding IMC principles into cross-functional
processes (Kitchen & Schultz, 1999: 21-38; Porcu
et al., 2017: 692-718). Adopting this strategic
stance positions IMC as a dynamic, iterative process
wherein marketing communications do not operate
in silos but are continually informed by consumer
feedback, competitive analysis, and brand position-
ing (Kliatchko, 2008: 133—160). Such an approach
has proven particularly relevant in contemporary
markets, characterized by the rapid proliferation of
digital media and the emergence of consumer-cen-
tric platforms.

Yet, the diversity of channels and touchpoints
complicates IMC implementation, making it essen-
tial to develop frameworks that account for stake-
holder collaboration, message consistency, and
adaptive brand storytelling. As a result, modern
IMC discourse increasingly intersects with broader
organizational strategies, such as brand orienta-
tion, market orientation, and the evolving notion of
omnichannel management. This interdisciplinary
perspective underscores the multifaceted nature of
IMC, positioning it not merely as a communication
tactic but as a central tenet in shaping consumer per-
ceptions, driving engagement, and building brand
value over time (Luxton et al., 2015: 37-46).

Despite the widespread endorsement of IMC as
a best practice, measuring its effectiveness has been
fraught with complexity. Traditional performance
metrics, such as reach and frequency, struggle to
capture the nuanced interactions consumers have
with brands across online and offline platforms
(Kitchen et al., 2008: 531-546). Researchers have
turned to diverse qualitative and quantitative indi-
cators ranging from brand recall and purchase in-
tention to engagement metrics on social media to
encapsulate how IMC efforts influence consumer
behaviors (Eagle et al., 2007: 956-970).

A prominent debate revolves around the use of
financial vs. non-financial metrics for gauging IMC
success. While financial metrics like return on in-
vestment (ROI) offer straightforward comparisons
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for budget allocation, they can oversimplify com-
plex consumer journeys (Naik & Raman, 2003:
375-388). Conversely, non-financial or consumer-
centric metrics (e.g., brand equity, customer satis-
faction, advocacy) shed light on deeper attitudinal
or relational outcomes, yet may lack immediate
managerial salience if they do not translate readily
into short-term financial returns (Keller, 2009: 139—
155). Consequently, IMC researchers advocate a hy-
brid measurement strategy, one that balances ROI-
based models with robust consumer insight data to
form a comprehensive evaluation of campaign per-
formance and future brand potential (Smith, 2006:
564-579).

Moreover, recent scholarship emphasizes the
role of digital analytics in refining IMC effectiveness
measurement (Leeflang, 2014: 1-12). Tools such as
multi-touch attribution models, social listening, and
sentiment analysis enrich marketing dashboards by
unveiling real-time shifts in consumer engagement.
However, these approaches also introduce analyti-
cal challenges related to data integration, modeling
sophistication, and privacy considerations. Conse-
quently, researchers have increasingly highlighted
the necessity of systematic frameworks that harmo-
nize traditional performance indicators with newly
available digital metrics, ensuring a more accurate
portrayal of IMC’s overall impact.

Valuation in marketing communications broad-
ly encompasses the frameworks and models that
aim to quantify the returns and strategic benefits de-
rived from integrated campaigns. Traditional valu-
ation tools rely heavily on measuring immediate
outcomes such as sales lift or market share changes,
often through econometric models or controlled ex-
periments. However, such short-term metrics may
overlook the long-term effects of IMC on brand eq-
uity, consumer loyalty, and other enduring intangi-
ble assets, which are becoming increasingly relevant
in saturated and highly competitive market environ-
ments (Keller, 2009: 139-155).

In response, scholars have advanced a variety of
holistic valuation strategies that incorporate brand-
building, consumer engagement, and market orien-
tation factors (Porcu et al., 2017: 692—718; Luxton
etal., 2015: 37-46). For instance, brand equity mod-
els integrate consumer perceptions (awareness, as-
sociations, loyalty) with financial indicators (price
premiums, revenue growth) to offer a balanced
view of communication effectiveness (Keller, 2009:
139-155). Other scholars advocate for the use of in-
tegrated dashboards or scorecards, highlighting the
importance of cross-functional collaboration and
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alignment with overarching organizational goals
(Smith et al., 2006: 564-579). This aligns with the
notion of “IMC capability,” which posits that or-
ganizations adept at orchestrating integrated cam-
paigns and leveraging internal synergies see higher
brand performance and market impact (Luxton et
al., 2015: 37-46).

Yet, despite these advancements, a universal
consensus on the most robust valuation paradigm re-
mains elusive (Kitchen & Burgmann, 2015: 34— 39).
Distinct industry contexts, regional market norms,
and technological infrastructures often necessitate
bespoke measurement approaches. For example,
direct-to-consumer brands may prioritize lifetime
customer value metrics, while B2B firms might lean
on lead generation and conversion rates. Similarly,
consumer-packaged goods companies may empha-
size media mix modeling, whereas technology start-
ups rely on agile analytics or real-time attribution.
This methodological heterogeneity underscores the
growing importance of knowledge synthesis and
interdisciplinary collaboration in refining valuation
tools for IMC.

Considering the breadth and complexity of
IMC research, a systematic approach to aggregat-
ing and evaluating this body of literature becomes
paramount. Traditional narrative reviews, although
insightful, may be susceptible to subjective bias-
es and may inadvertently exclude pivotal studies
due to the sheer volume of publications (Zupic &
Cater, 2015: 429-472). Bibliometric methods, by
contrast, employ quantitative techniques to uncov-
er patterns in scholarly output, mapping citation
networks, co-authorship structures, and thematic
clusters within large datasets (Donthu et al., 2021:
739-759).

For the IMC effectiveness domain, a bibliomet-
ric analysis offers a means to chart the intellectual
evolution of key topics, pinpoint the most influential
works and authors, and identify any emergent areas
that may signal future research directions (Kitchen
et al., 2008: 531-546). By transforming extensive
publication data into visual and statistical represen-
tations, this approach can uncover underlying con-
nections between studies, providing insights into
how various subthemes such as measurement tech-
niques, the impact on brand equity, and digital IMC
are interrelated. Moreover, bibliometric findings
can guide practical recommendations by showing
whether certain valuation methods have been rigor-
ously tested across diverse contexts or if research ef-
forts remain concentrated in limited sectors (Zupic
& Cater, 2015: 429-472).
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Thus, the gap in current IMC scholarship lies not
merely in advancing new theories or measurement
models but in comprehensively mapping and criti-
cally assessing the existing literature. A bibliometric
review can address this shortfall, providing an ev-
idence-based foundation on which both academics
and practitioners can build. In doing so, it responds
directly to calls for greater methodological rigor and
interdisciplinary integration in IMC research, while
also offering strategic direction for future empirical
and conceptual studies.

Methodology

This section outlines the methodological frame-
work employed to investigate how the effectiveness
of Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) has
been examined within the academic literature over
the past three decades. The research design was
structured into three principal phases: data collec-
tion, data refinement, and bibliometric analysis. In
the initial phase, relevant scholarly publications
were extracted from the Scopus database using a
carefully formulated search query aimed at captur-
ing literature focused on IMC and its evaluation.
The second phase involved the systematic cleaning
and preparation of the dataset, which included the
elimination of duplicates, standardization of author
names, harmonization of keywords, and validation
of thematic relevance. The final phase consisted of
an in-depth bibliometric analysis incorporating de-
scriptive statistical summaries, co-citation analysis,
keyword co-occurrence mapping, and collaboration
network evaluation. Each phase is discussed in de-
tail in the subsections that follow.

The bibliographic dataset was obtained from
the Scopus database and encompasses scholarly
publications spanning the period from 1991 to
2024. The year 1991 was selected as the starting
point because it marks the formal emergence of
IMC as a distinct topic in scholarly discourse. No-
tably, 1991 saw the first comprehensive study and
academic discussions of IMC. For example, Cay-
wood and Ewing’s (1991) work introduced IMC as
a new marketing communications paradigm. Sub-
sequent literature reviews and bibliometric analy-
ses explicitly identify 1991 as the inception of IMC
research, underscoring that meaningful academic
inquiry into IMC begins in the early 1990s. By us-
ing 1991 as the baseline, the analysis captures the
full evolution of IMC scholarship from its very in-
ception. Meanwhile, the cut-off at 2024 was cho-
sen to include the most recent publications and thus

encompass roughly three decades of development.
This end-point aligns with the approach of prior
comprehensive IMC reviews that span multiple de-
cades up to the present era. In sum, the 1991-2024
timeframe enables a longitudinal overview from
IMC’s introduction in academia through to its con-
temporary advancements, ensuring the analysis
reflects both the foundational work and the latest
trends in the field.

Consistent with prior reviews (e.g., Al Mamun,
2022: 4-27), the utilized search queries incorpo-
rate terms such as “Integrated Marketing Commu-
nication”, “integrated marketing communications”,
“IMC effectiveness”, and “IMC measurement”.
Therefore, to identify the most relevant literature,
the research applied a search string KEY (“Integrat-
ed Marketing Communication” OR “integrated mar-
keting communications” OR “IMC effectiveness”
OR “IMC measurement”). The inclusion criteria
encompassed peer-reviewed journal articles, confer-
ence proceedings, and scholarly book chapters. The
initial search resulted in the retrieval of 449 biblio-
graphic records.

During the research, the Bibliometrix R-pack-
age (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017: 959-975) was used
to remove duplicates and standardize author names
and keywords. In total, 39 records were excluded
due to duplication or irrelevance, resulting in a final
dataset of 410 documents. Bibliometrix functions
were used to unify variations in author names (e.g.,
“Kitchen, P.J.” and “Phillip J. Kitchen”), to merge
synonymous keywords (“Integrated Marketing
Communication” vs. “IMC”), and to extract citation
and reference metadata.

In accordance with established guidelines in
bibliometric scholarship, a series of complementary
analyses was conducted to systematically address
the research objectives:

Descriptive Analysis: The analysis began by in-
vestigating longitudinal publication trends to assess
the temporal growth trajectory of IMC scholarship.
Annual publication frequencies were calculated to
reveal patterns in research output over time, while
aggregated yearly citation counts were used to eval-
uate the evolving scholarly influence of the field.
This examination offers insight into whether IMC
research has reached a saturation point or contin-
ues to expand. In addition, the study identified the
most prolific contributors at the author, institutional,
and national levels. Measures such as total citation
counts and h-index values were employed to evalu-
ate both productivity and scholarly impact within
the IMC literature.
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Co-citation Analysis: To examine the intellec-
tual structure of IMC effectiveness research, a co-
citation analysis was conducted using the reference
lists of 410 publications. A co-citation matrix was
developed, where each cell reflected how frequently
two documents were cited together. Based on this
matrix, a network analysis was performed, and the
Louvain community detection algorithm was ap-
plied to identify cohesive thematic clusters. A hier-
archical clustering dendrogram based on co-citation
distances further supported the interpretation of
cluster boundaries. Key publications within each
cluster were reviewed to determine thematic focus.
For example, a cluster including Schultz (1997) and
Duncan and Moriarty (1998) was interpreted as rep-
resenting the conceptual foundations of IMC. The
resulting clusters reveal intellectual sub-structures
in the field, illustrating how scholars tend to co-cite
foundational works around shared topics or theo-
retical perspectives. Clusters of highly co-cited pa-
pers indicated thematic lines of inquiry, particularly
those on IMC effectiveness.

Keyword Co-occurrence Analysis: To identify
prevailing research themes and emerging areas of
inquiry within the IMC literature, a keyword co-oc-
currence analysis was performed. A co-occurrence
network was constructed in which nodes represent-
ed standardized keywords and edges denoted their
joint appearance within individual publications. To
enhance interpretability and reduce noise, the net-
work was pruned by excluding keywords below a
predefined frequency threshold. The association
strength normalization technique was applied, fol-
lowed by the implementation of the Louvain algo-
rithm to detect clusters of frequently co-occurring
terms. Each resulting cluster delineates a thematic
domain within the broader IMC research landscape.
For instance, a grouping of terms such as “brand
equity,” “consumer engagement,” and “psychol-
ogy” points toward a research stream focused on
consumer behavior and brand-related outcomes in
integrated marketing contexts. Furthermore, a two-
dimensional thematic map was produced via cor-
respondence analysis using the Bibliometrix pack-
age, enabling the classification of clusters based on
their centrality (indicating importance within the
field) and density (reflecting internal cohesion and
development). This mapping facilitated the catego-
rization of themes as motor themes (central and ma-
ture), niche themes (specialized but peripheral), and
emerging or declining themes (low centrality and
density, suggesting early-stage or diminishing inter-
est). Owing to spatial constraints, the findings from
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the cluster analysis are primarily conveyed through
narrative interpretation and tabular summaries.

Collaboration Analysis: The study also explored
patterns of scholarly collaboration by analyzing co-
authorship networks and geographic distribution.
Mapping co-authorship relationships enabled the
identification of interconnected research communi-
ties and the degree of collaboration among individual
scholars. In parallel, a geographical analysis was con-
ducted to assess regional contributions to IMC ef-
fectiveness research and to determine whether schol-
arly activity is concentrated within specific national
contexts or dispersed across international partner-
ships. Although not the primary focus of the study,
examining the structure and density of collaborative
networks offers valuable contextual insight. For ex-
ample, the presence of a tightly connected cluster of
researchers within a single country may suggest the
existence of a coordinated national agenda or institu-
tional emphasis on IMC effectiveness.

All analyses were conducted using R (version
4.0), with the majority of computations performed
through the Bibliometrix package. Core functions
included biblioAnalysis, networkPlot, and concep-
tualStructure for thematic mapping. VOSviewer
(version 1.6) was also utilized to validate network
visualizations and assess the consistency of cluster-
ing results. Clustering parameters, including the res-
olution value in the Louvain algorithm and the num-
ber of clusters, were selected based on established
methodological conventions and refined through
iterative testing to enhance interpretability. For ex-
ample, several resolution levels were evaluated to
prevent excessive fragmentation, which ultimately
yielded five meaningful keyword clusters. Quality
control procedures were applied, such as verify-
ing that key outcomes, including the identification
of the most frequently cited publications, were not
disproportionately affected by outliers or anoma-
lies. Additionally, checks ensured that the keyword
normalization process preserved conceptual distinc-
tions between terms. The results of these procedures
are presented in the next section, accompanied by
visual outputs such as network diagrams and den-
drograms, along with summary tables. Together,
these methods provide a transparent and replicable
overview of the IMC effectiveness literature.

Results and discussion
Between 1991 and 2024, the corpus of Inte-

grated Marketing Communication (IMC) literature
has exhibited a sustained upward trajectory, marked
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by pronounced accelerations in the early 2000s and
again in the late 2010s. Quantitative analysis reveals
that the mean annual output during 2001-2005 in-
creased by approximately 60 percent relative to the
preceding quinquennial interval, reflecting the for-
malization and institutional consolidation of IMC as
adistinct research domain (Schultz & Kitchen, 2000:
17-21). The most dramatic expansion occurred after
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2010, driven in part by the proliferation of digital
marketing channels and a burgeoning scholarly fo-
cus on multi-channel integration frameworks (Batra
& Keller, 2016: 122—-145; Mangold & Faulds, 2009:
357-365). According, to Figure 1, the annual vol-
ume of IMC-related publications from 1991 to 2024
demonstrates a generally upward trend, marked by
two distinct periods of accelerated growth.

2015 2020 2025 2024

Figure 1 — Annual publication output on IMC from 1991 to 2024
Note — compiled by authors based on Scopus database

The most substantial increase in IMC-related
publications occurred during the 2010s, with a
marked acceleration beginning after 2010. Be-
tween 2011 and 2015, the number of publications
approximately doubled relative to the 2006-2010
period, followed by a continued upward trajectory
from 2016 onward. By 2021, the annual output had
expanded by an order of magnitude compared to
the early 1990s. This surge corresponds with the
broader digital transformation, during which the in-
tegration of social and mobile media into marketing
communication strategies became a critical area of
inquiry. In total, 410 publications were included in
the analysis, with more than half appearing within
the last decade, underscoring a sustained and grow-
ing scholarly focus on IMC effectiveness.

In parallel with the rise in publication volume,
citation counts have also increased, although they
exhibit a strong concentration around a limited
number of seminal contributions. The mean citation

count per document within the dataset is approxi-
mately 20; however, this figure is substantially in-
fluenced by a small subset of highly cited publica-
tions (see Table 1).

Table 1 presents the five most frequently cited
publications within the analyzed corpus of IMC re-
search. Leading the list is the influential article by
Mangold and Faulds (2009), which has amassed
over 4,700 citations and is widely recognized for
its pivotal role in incorporating social media into
the IMC conceptual framework. Other highly cited
works include Batra and Keller (2016), which offers
a reconceptualization of IMC in the context of digi-
tal marketing, and Naik and Raman (2003), whose
econometric model of media synergy serves as a
foundational reference in empirical assessments of
IMC effectiveness. Seminal studies connecting IMC
to brand-related outcomes, such as Madhavaram et
al. (2005) on brand equity and Luxton et al. (2015)
on IMC capabilities and organizational perfor-
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mance, complete the top five. The visibility and im-
pact of these publications reflect the field’s empha-
sis on digital integration and methodological rigor
in measuring communication outcomes. To further
contextualize the evolution of IMC scholarship, it is

Table 1 — Top five cited IMC publications from 1991 to 2024

important to identify the most prolific contributors
to the literature. Examining these key authors pro-
vides insight into dominant research agendas, theo-
retical orientations, and methodological trends that
have shaped the discourse over time (see Table 2).

Study Topic Total Citations
Mangold & Faulds (2009, Business Horizons) Social media’s role in IMC 4736
Batra & Keller (2016, Journal of Marketing) Reframing IMC in a digital era 1242
Naik & Raman (2003, Journal of Marketing Research) | Synergy in multimedia communications 842
Madhavaram et al. (2005, Journal of Advertising) IMC & brand identity; brand equity link 726
Luxton et al. (2015, Journal of Advertising) IMC capability & brand performance 433
Note — compiled by authors based on Scopus database

Table 2 — Top Five Most Prolific Authors in IMC Research

Author Publications Citations Key Contributions
Philip J. Kitchen 15 430 IMC theory & definitions; global IMC adoption
Don E. Schultz 10 520 Early IMC pioneer; measurement & accountability
Marija Seri¢ 9 125 Empirical IMC trends; tourism/hospitality IMC
Lluis Porcu 8 105 IMC measurement scales; organizational IMC
Michael Reid 7 295 IMC & brand orientation; market orientation
Note — compiled by authors based on Scopus database

Table 2 presents the five most prolific authors
in the field of IMC, based on publication volume,
total citations, and thematic focus. Philip J. Kitch-
en and Don E. Schultz occupy the top positions,
which aligns with their widely recognized status
as foundational figures in the development of IMC
theory and practice. Kitchen, with 15 publications,
and Schultz, with 10, contributed extensively to the
early conceptualization of IMC and its diffusion
across international contexts. Schultz, often in col-
laboration with Kitchen, also played a pivotal role
in advocating for the standardization of IMC eval-
uation, emphasizing the importance of return on
investment (ROI) metrics and performance-based
accountability. Their scholarly impact is further
reflected in their citation metrics, with Kitchen’s
contributions accumulating approximately 430 ci-
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tations and Schultz’s works nearing 520 within the
dataset. These figures underscore their enduring
influence on the intellectual and methodological
evolution of IMC research.

The bibliometric investigation identified a set
of distinct thematic clusters that delineate the intel-
lectual contours of the IMC effectiveness literature.
Two complementary analytical techniques were
employed to uncover these patterns: a keyword co-
occurrence analysis, which highlights the principal
research themes based on term frequency and asso-
ciation, and a co-citation analysis, which reveals the
foundational works and intellectual linkages under-
lying those themes. The findings from both methods
are examined in parallel to provide an integrated
overview of the field’s conceptual and theoretical
development (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2 — Keyword co-occurrence network of IMC research
Note — compiled by authors

Figure 2 displays the keyword co-occurrence
network, in which nodes represent frequently occur-
ring terms, and the colors indicate clusters of key-
words that commonly appear in conjunction across
the literature. The analysis revealed five primary
thematic clusters, each reflecting a distinct area of
focus within IMC research. Specifically, the red
cluster pertains to “Conceptual Foundations and the
Definition of IMC”, the blue cluster captures themes
related to “Branding and Consumer Psychology”,
the green cluster is associated with “Measurement
and Evaluation”, the orange cluster highlights top-
ics within “Digital IMC and Interactive Media”, and
the purple cluster reflects scholarship on “Global
and Emerging Markets”. These thematic group-
ings emerged from both the co-occurrence network
structure and the supporting bibliometric evidence.

Cluster 1: Conceptual Foundations and the Def-
inition of IMC (Red nodes).

This cluster is centered around broad strategic
terminology, including “Integrated Marketing Com-
munication”, “strategy”, “definition”, and “consis-
tency”. It reflects a foundational body of scholar-
ship aimed at conceptualizing IMC, articulating its
theoretical underpinnings, and establishing the ra-
tionale for integration across communication chan-

nels. These contributions have played a critical role
in shaping the discourse and providing a basis for
subsequent empirical investigations into IMC effec-
tiveness.

Cluster 2: Branding and Consumer Psychology
(Blue nodes).

This thematic group is characterized by recur-
ring terms such as “brand equity,” “brand iden-
tity,” “consumer engagement,” and “consumer be-
havior.” It represents a body of literature that links
IMC to consumer psychology and brand manage-
ment. Studies within this cluster frequently explore
how integrated communication strategies influence
brand perception and consumer relationships. Re-
search designs often include experimental methods,
survey-based analyses, and brand equity modelling,
with a focus on assessing IMC success through con-
sumer attitudes, behavioral responses, and branding
outcomes.

Cluster 3: Measurement and Evaluation (Green
nodes).

This cluster encompasses terms such as “perfor-
mance”, “return on investment (ROI)”, “IMC mea-
surement”, “econometric modeling”, and “social
media metrics”. It reflects a thematic concentration
on the formulation and use of quantitative methods
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for evaluating the effectiveness of IMC. Research in
this area frequently introduces structured evaluation
frameworks, including financial indicators, scoring
systems, and customer equity metrics. These studies
commonly draw on empirical data to demonstrate
how communication integration contributes to mea-
surable outcomes. Overall, this cluster represents
the methodological foundation of IMC effectiveness
research.

Cluster 4: Digital IMC and Interactive Media
(Orange nodes).

Key terms in this cluster include “social me-
dia”, “online advertising”, “digital”, “consumer
empowerment”, and “engagement”. While the
term “engagement” overlaps with Cluster 2, its ap-
plication here pertains specifically to digital envi-
ronments. This cluster encapsulates the literature
focused on integrating IMC across digital plat-
forms, emphasizing two-way communication and
the participatory role of consumers. Topics include
harmonizing traditional and digital messaging, le-
veraging user-generated content, and addressing
challenges of consistency across digital touch-

points. The presence of “consumer empowerment”
suggests a growing recognition of consumers as
active contributors to brand narratives in digitally
mediated environments.

Cluster 5: IMC in Global and Emerging Mar-
kets (Purple nodes).

This cluster comprises terms such as “cross-cul-
tural”, “emerging markets”, “market orientation”,
and “collaboration networks”. Although heteroge-
neous, the unifying thread is the contextualization
of IMC practices within diverse cultural and eco-
nomic environments. Studies in this area investigate
how integration strategies vary across geographic
regions and organizational settings, with particular
attention to contrasts between developed and de-
veloping markets. This cluster highlights the field’s
increasing interest in understanding how IMC ef-
fectiveness is shaped by institutional, cultural, and
structural variables on a global scale.

The co-citation network, represented through a
hierarchical dendrogram, confirmed the presence of
three overarching clusters within the IMC literature
(see Figure 3).

Rust et al. (2004}
————————————————————————— Schultz & Kitchen (1997)

Duncan & Morlarty {1998)

Voorveld et al. {2018)

------------------------ — Mangold & Faulds (2009)

Luxtom et al, (2015)

Batra & Keller (2016}

Eeller (2009)

MNaik & Raman (2003)

Porcu et al. (2017}

Tiago & Verissimao (2014)

Tafesse & Kitchen (200170

Ashley & Tukten (2015)

| Caywood & Ewing (1991)

Kitchen & Schultz (1999)

16 1.4 1.2 1.0 0.8
Co-citation Distance

0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0

Figure 3 — Dendrogram of co-cited references in IMC research
Note — compiled by authors
Interpretation of the dendrogram and associated co-citation clusters:
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Cluster A: Conceptual Foundations This cluster
encompasses foundational literature predominantly
published in the 1990s. Frequently co-cited works
include Schultz and Kitchen (1997), Kitchen and
Schultz (1999), Duncan and Moriarty (1998), and
Caywood and Ewing (1991), among others. These
sources are often referenced together in subsequent
publications addressing the theoretical underpin-
nings of IMC, particularly its definition, scope, and
strategic rationale. This grouping reflects the early
scholarly efforts to establish IMC as a distinct field
within marketing communications.

Cluster B: Quantitative Models and Measure-
ment A second cluster aggregates literature from the
early 2000s that introduced formalized, data-driven
approaches to assessing IMC effectiveness. Central
co-cited references in this grouping include Naik
and Raman (2003), Rust et al. (2004), Schultz and
Patti (2009), and Luxton et al. (2015). These studies
are frequently cited in research focused on evaluat-
ing IMC performance through metrics such as return
on investment, brand impact, and econometric mod-
eling. The prominence of this cluster underscores

the methodological advancement of the field toward
measurable and accountable communication strate-
gies.

Cluster C: Digital Media and Consumer En-
gagement The third cluster comprises literature
emerging primarily in the late 2000s and 2010s that
addresses the integration of digital technologies and
evolving consumer roles within IMC. Notable co-
cited works in this category include Mangold and
Faulds (2009), Batra and Keller (2016), Ashley and
Tuten (2015), Tiago and Verissimo (2014), and
Tafesse and Kitchen (2017). These references are
commonly cited in contemporary studies examining
topics such as social media strategy, content-driv-
en engagement, and the participatory dynamics of
consumers in shaping brand communications. This
cluster reflects the field’s increasing orientation to-
ward interactive media and digital transformation.

Table 3 provides a synthesis of the principal the-
matic clusters within IMC effectiveness research,
tracing the evolution of focal areas over time and
linking each to representative scholarly contribu-
tions and associated outcome measures.

Table 3 — Major research themes in IMC effectiveness literature for 1991-2024

Then.le & Focus Areas (Keywords) Representative Works Insights on IMC Effectiveness
Period (Examples)
Conceptual IMC definitions; strategy; | Schultz & Kitchen (1997); Artu‘julated why integration matters; prop ose.d that
. . . consistency leads to better brand understanding
Foundations message consistency; Duncan & Moriarty (1998); (mostly conceptual arguments, little quantitative
(1990s) organizational adoption Kitchen & Schultz (1999) Y P £ ’ 4
evaluation)
Branding & Brand equity; brand Keller (2009); Madhavaram Demonst.rated.lMC s role in building br.and value
Consumer . . . and relationships; measured outcomes like brand
identity; consumer behavior; et al. (2005); Batra & . . . .
Psychology equity, customer satisfaction as proxies for IMC
. engagement (general) Keller (2016) .
(ongoing) effectiveness
Performance metrics; ROI, Naik & Raman (2003); Develop cd models gnd metrics to quantify IMC
Measurement & impact (e.g., sales lift from synergy, ROI%);
synergy models; IMC Rust et al. (2004); Porcu et | . o
ROI (2000s) . . introduced firm-level IMC capability measures
implementation scales al. (2017) ..
predicting performance
Digital Social ‘m.edla; online Mangold & Faulds (2009); Expanded .IMC to 1nFer§ctlve ghannels; identified
. advertising; content new effectiveness criteria (social engagement,
Integration . Ashley & Tuten (2015); . o .
marketing; consumer viral reach); highlighted need for real-time and
(2010s) Voorveld et al. (2018) . .
empowerment platform-specific measurement in IMC
Cross-cultural campaigns; Kliatchko & Schultz Examined IMC in diverse contexts; suggested that
Global & Cross- emerging markets; (2014); Okazaki & Taylor | cultural differences moderate IMC effectiveness;
cultural (2010s) global IMC strategies; (2013); Tafesse & Kitchen |stressed internal collaboration and market
collaboration (2017) orientation as factors in successful IMC execution

Note — compiled by authors
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Table 3 consolidates the principal thematic
clusters in IMC effectiveness research spanning
the period from 1991 to 2024, offering a reflective
overview of the field’s development. One notable
trend is the centrality of digital integration, with so-
cial media and engagement metrics now playing a
critical role in the evaluation of IMC outcomes. Al-
though measurement approaches have become more
diverse, the absence of a universally accepted evalu-
ative framework persists. The literature increasingly
draws on interdisciplinary methodologies, including
econometric modeling and marketing analytics, and
emphasizes the necessity of context-specific strat-
egies, particularly within global and business-to-
business environments. These findings suggest that
while IMC has matured as a field, it remains theoret-
ically and methodologically fragmented, highlight-
ing the need for continued synthesis and practical
alignment.

The following section synthesizes these insights
to draw key conclusions and propose directions for
future research. It demonstrates how the findings
support broader trends, such as the field’s shift to-
ward data-intensive and analytically grounded ap-
proaches. The discussion also considers implica-
tions for practice, including the growing importance
of integrated analytics capabilities for organizations
seeking to evaluate and optimize IMC strategies.
Furthermore, the paper reflects on current limita-
tions, such as the predominance of English-lan-
guage and United States—based scholarship, which,
although still influential, is beginning to shift. By
explicitly linking the empirical results, particularly
the thematic clusters and observed patterns, to the
study’s conclusions and recommendations, this sec-
tion aims to enhance the interpretive clarity of the
analysis and respond to previously identified gaps in
connecting findings to broader implications.

Conclusion

After three decades of scholarly development,
Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) has
evolved from an emerging concept into a founda-
tional element of strategic marketing thought. How-
ever, evaluating the effectiveness of IMC remains
a complex and multifaceted challenge. This biblio-
metric analysis traces the intellectual progression of
IMC effectiveness research, revealing a transition
from conceptual advocacy to empirically grounded,
data-informed investigation. While integration con-
tinues to be a core component of marketing strategy,
the indicators used to assess its effectiveness vary
considerably across the literature.
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Several key conclusions can be drawn from the
findings:

IMC effectiveness research has become increas-
ingly mature and diverse. The steady rise in publica-
tion output and citation volume indicates that IMC
has been firmly established as a legitimate domain
of academic inquiry. Earlier studies were predomi-
nantly conceptual, focusing on the rationale for com-
munication integration. More recent contributions
have emphasized empirical approaches, introduc-
ing measurement scales, econometric models, and
real-world case studies to evaluate communication
outcomes. There is growing evidence that effec-
tive IMC implementation contributes to outcomes
such as stronger brand equity, improved customer
relationships, and enhanced marketing return on in-
vestment. At the same time, the field has become
segmented into subfields, as reflected in the cluster
analysis, which identified distinct thematic areas in-
cluding digital environments, global applications,
and managerial perspectives. While this diversity
demonstrates intellectual vitality, it also suggests
that insights are often isolated within thematic silos.
Advancing a more unified theory of IMC effective-
ness will require greater integration of perspectives
across these subdomains.

Digital transformation has redefined how IMC
success is assessed. A consistent pattern across the
findings is the growing prominence of digital and
social media in shaping IMC strategies and evalu-
ation criteria. Traditional measures, such as reach
and frequency, are no longer sufficient in isolation.
They are increasingly being complemented by met-
rics that capture engagement, sharing behavior, and
continuity across platforms. Influential studies by
Mangold and Faulds (2009) and Batra and Keller
(2016) underscore how consumer interaction and
cross-platform consistency have emerged as critical
indicators of success. In practical terms, this means
that modern IMC campaigns are often judged by
social media sharing rates, multichannel conver-
sion paths, and the overall fluidity of the customer
journey rather than by single-channel performance
metrics.

Measurement and accountability remain unre-
solved concerns. Despite methodological progress,
the field has yet to coalesce around a universally
accepted approach to evaluating IMC performance.
This persistent gap is evident in the existence of a
distinct thematic cluster devoted to measurement-
related research. Although scholars have developed
numerous tools, including return on investment
models, synergy assessments, and IMC audit instru-
ments, the diversity of approaches has led to incon-
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sistencies in the literature. These variations make
it difficult to compare findings across studies or to
build a cumulative body of knowledge. Address-
ing this issue will require efforts toward standard-
izing key metrics and developing robust evaluation
frameworks that can be adapted across contexts.

Contextual variability significantly influences
IMC effectiveness. IMC strategies and their out-
comes are shaped by the specific cultural, industrial,
and organizational settings in which they are imple-
mented. What constitutes effective communication
in one context may be ineffective or even coun-
terproductive in another. For instance, consumer-
facing industries may rely heavily on coordinated
media and retail campaigns, while business-to-busi-
ness environments may prioritize content marketing
and relationship-building initiatives. Furthermore,
cross-cultural studies reveal that local communica-
tion norms, media preferences, and consumer ex-
pectations must be accounted for when designing
and assessing IMC efforts. Both researchers and
practitioners are advised to adopt context-sensitive
approaches, including more comparative and cross-
national research designs. The growing internation-
alization of IMC scholarship supports this direction
and will help identify which principles are univer-
sally applicable and which are context-specific.

The future of IMC research lies in methodologi-
cal and disciplinary integration. To remain relevant,
IMC research must reflect the integrative princi-
ples it promotes. The increasing relevance of digi-

tal technologies, the rise of data-driven strategies,
and the expansion into global markets all demand
interdisciplinary collaboration. The study of mar-
keting communication can no longer be divorced
from technological innovation, cultural analysis, or
financial performance evaluation. future advances in
IMC assessment are likely to emerge from the con-
vergence of multiple fields. For example, artificial
intelligence can be used to optimize media alloca-
tion, and social network analysis can provide new
insights into message diffusion. The bibliometric
analysis indicates that such convergence is already
underway, as evidenced by the expanding diversity
of keywords and referenced disciplines. Scholars are
encouraged to engage in cross-disciplinary research
and to adopt mixed-method approaches. Practitio-
ners are similarly advised to assemble teams that
combine marketing expertise with data science,
cultural intelligence, and strategic communication
planning.

Future research should prioritize the creation
of a comprehensive IMC effectiveness framework
that integrates financial, behavioral, and operational
metrics validated across industries, markets, and
campaign types. Additional focus should be placed
on longitudinal analysis, the application of emerg-
ing technologies such as artificial intelligence and
immersive media, and the strengthening of academ-
ic-industry partnerships. Such efforts will ensure
that IMC research continues to offer theoretically
sound and practically relevant insights.
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Taprasenxo Bnaoumup — PhD, kayvimoacmuipwiiean npogeccop, bBane amwindazvl oOusmnec gaxyrememi, KHUMOII
Yuueepcumemi, (Anmamol, Kazaxcman, e-mail: gvlad@kimep.kz).

Ceedenusn 06 agmopax:

Opasaesé Acxam (koppecnonoupyrowuil asmop) — dokmopanm, busnec-ghaxynomem umenu bonea, Ynueepcumem KHUMOIT
(Anmamul, Kazaxcman, e-mail: a.orazayev@kimep.kz);

Taprasenxo Bnaoumup — PhD, accoyuuposannuiii npogheccop, busnec-gpaxynovmem umenu bonea, Ynueepcumem KUMOII
(Anmamul, Kazaxcman, e-mail: gvlad@kimep.kz).
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