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A B S T R A C T

While it is well known that price is the only marketing mix variable that generates revenue, it is also true that
pricing strategies are diverse in complexity and formulations. Over 40 years ago, legislation was approved to
require the use of unit pricing to facilitate consumer decision making. Among other research, Monroe and
LaPlaca (1972), examined this new phenomenon; and after some controversy, the benefits of unit pricing were
confirmed by the general scholarly community. Will those benefits sustain in B2B settings? As a result of the
findings from this research, we propose the fusion of unit and value-based pricing as a new approach. We call it
unit value-based pricing. The main difference with classical unit pricing is the perspective shift from cost to the
customer perceived value. Unit value-based pricing helps the supplier to capture a fair share of the value created
and makes more robust and efficient the purchasing procedures of industrial customers. After reviewing the
impact of the Monroe and LaPlaca (1972) article on pricing research, we discuss the implications of unit-value
based pricing, offer nine propositions for further research, and shed some light on the proposed benefits through
a case study.

1. Introduction

Doctor Peter J. LaPlaca has been a leader in the area of industrial
marketing, also known as business to business marketing, for five
decades. He completed his Ph.D. in January of 1973 at Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute. His dissertation research focused on unit pricing
and led to an article in the Journal of Marketing just prior to the suc-
cessful defense on his dissertation. The article entitled “What are the
Benefits of Unit Pricing?” was published with Kent B. Monroe who was
the outside member of Peter's dissertation committee. Kent was a pro-
fessor of marketing at the University of Massachusetts at the time and
the state of Massachusetts had just passed and was adapting to a law
requiring unit pricing. A more thorough analysis will be made of the
numerous contributions Professor LaPlaca has made in research in the
next section. Before that it is valuable to set the framing for these many
contributions by examining some of the other contributions Peter has
made to marketing and to society.

From an actual practicing of business perspective, Peter holds U.S.
Patent number 6,121,881 for protective mask communication devices
and systems for use in hazardous environments. He was also active in
marketing the device and improving the environmental safety of first
responders. Peter has served in many leadership roles in academia and
in charitable work. Some of these include as associate dean at the
University of Hartford and as a member of the Council of Deans. In
charitable work he served as the chairman of the board of directors of

the Community Health Charities of New England and on the board of
trustees of the National Multiple Sclerosis Society for the Greater
Connecticut Chapter. His skills in marketing helped these organizations
dramatically increase their fund raising activities.

His two most visible roles of leadership have been as the founding
editor of the Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing and as the
editor-in-chief of Industrial Marketing Management for which this article
is being written. It was through one of these journals the first author of
this article really learned to know and understand Peter and become a
friend and occasional golf partner. Although Peter and the first author
met in Sweden at the conference to celebrate the 75th anniversary of
the Stockholm School of Economics (where Peter's daughter baby sat
for his two children while they and their wives attended the festivities),
they did not follow up on the meeting until Peter called the first author
to ask if he was interested in becoming the editor of the Journal of
Business and Industrial Marketing (JBIM). Peter was in transition and
wanted more time to work on business activities and other pursuits. The
first author of this article agreed and has continued as the editor of
JBIM until today. Not too many years after that, missing the role of
editor, we think, Peter became the editor of Industrial Marketing
Management (IMM). Peter helped the first author pick up the needed
skills of an editor and has been a role model for him to follow in his
career with JBIM. Peter has always offered helpful ideas and they have
become close friends. One other early meeting place for Peter and the
first author continued for many years as well. They were both attendees
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at the first IMP Group (Industrial Marketing and Purchasing) con-
ference in 1984. Both of the journals have been supporters of the IMP
Group conferences by publishing special issues. It is a rare IMP Group
conference when neither Peter nor the first author are in attendance. In
2013, Georgia State University, Center for Business and Industrial
Marketing, which is directed by the first author of this article, hosted
the IMP conference and Peter served as the doctoral consortium co-
ordinator. There is too little space to list all of Peter's accomplishments
and contributions so let us move on to examine his extensive

contributions to research.

2. Peter LaPlaca research streams

During Peter's scholarly career, intensive research endeavors were
pursued. It involved 16 general streams (see Table 1) and they were
changing and evolving through time. His career can be separated and
analyzed in four time periods: (1) the beginning, (2) the versatile B2B
researcher, (3) extending B2B research, and (4) the B2B marketing

Table 1
Peter J. LaPlaca research streams.

Title Journal Year Stream(s)

Advancing theory and knowledge in the business-to-business branding literature Journal of Business Research, 69 (8) 2016 B2B theory/branding
B2B: A paradigm shift from economic exchange to behavioral theory: A quest for

better explanations and predictions
Psychology and Marketing, 33 (4) 2016 B2B theory

Assessing brand personality associations of top-of-mind wine brands International Journal of Wine Business
Research, 27 (2)

2015 Branding

Advancing industrial marketing theory: The need for improved research Journal of Business Marketing
Management, 7 (1)

2014 B2B theory

Research priorities for B2B marketing researchers Revista Española de Investigación en
Marketing, 17 (2)

2013 B2B theory

Development of B2B marketing theory Industrial Marketing Management, 42 (2) 2013 B2B theory
A note on knowledge development in Marketing Advances in Business Marketing and

Purchasing, 18
2012 B2B theory

Reply: Assessing B2B research in the marketing literature Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing,
16 (1–2)

2009 B2B theory

Relative presence of business-to-business research in the marketing literature Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing,
16 (1–2)

2009 B2B theory

Korean economic growth and marketing practice progress: A role model for
economic growth of developing countries

Industrial Marketing Management, 37 (7) 2008 Emerging markets

Commentary on the essence of business marketing… Journal of Business-of-Business Marketing,
15 (2)

2008 B2B theory

A history of the journal of business and industrial marketing Journal of Business and Industrial
Marketing, 21 (7)

2006 B2B theory

Innovation and new product introductions in emerging markets: Strategic
recommendations for the Indian market

Industrial Marketing Management, 35 (3) 2006 Innovation/emerging markets

Marketing in the emerging era of build-to-order manufacturing Industrial Marketing Management, 34 (5) 2005 Manufacturing/B2B theory
The Wiremold Company: Listening to the voice of the customer Business Case Journal, 12 (1) 2004 Voice of the customer/innovation
Contributions to marketing theory and practice from Industrial Marketing

Management
Journal of Business Research, 38 (3) 1997 B2B theory

Assessment of the alliance process for service companies The Management Audit Portfolio, winter
(93/94)

1993 Alliances/services

Contingency pricing for improved profit performance Journal of Business and Industrial
Marketing, 3 (2)

1988 Pricing

Factors impacting the adoption of high technology innovations High Technology Marketing Review, 1 (1) 1987 Innovation
A model for hospital decision making processes and relationships Journal of Health Care Marketing, 5 (2) 1985 Health care/services
Increasing doctor participation in hospital marketing programs Profiles in Hospital Marketing, October

(83)
1983 Health care/services

Steps in developing an employee risk reduction program Profiles in Hospital Marketing, July (83) 1983 Health care/services
Segmenting markets for hospital services Profiles in Hospital Marketing, April (83) 1983 Health care/services
Industrial marketing education — Current status and future needs Journal of Marketing Education, 5 (3) 1983 B2B theory/education
Demarketing of overused hospital services Profiles in Hospital Marketing, January

(83)
1983 Health care/services

Perspectives on high technology Human System Management, December
(82)

1982 Innovation

Getting your money's worth from marketing research information Hospitals, November (82) 1982 Market research/health care
A systems approach for developing high technology products Industrial Marketing Management, 11 (4) 1982 Innovation
Meshing sales compensation with strategic goals Medical Marketing and Media, June (82) 1982 Sales force/health care
Compensation plan aligns sales force efforts with industrial firm's objectives The Marketing News, June (82) 1982 Sales force
External marketing research on a budget Profiles in Hospital Marketing, April (82) 1982 Market research/health care
Internal marketing research on a budget Profiles in Hospital Marketing, January

(82)
1982 Market research/health care

Effective international marketing Eastern Connecticut Industry, November
(81)

1981 International business

Internationalizing the required MBA marketing course Journal of Marketing Education, 3 (2) 1981 International business/education
Assessing the risk in strategic planning Industrial Marketing Management, 10 (2) 1981 Marketing risk/strategic planning
Video tapes as a dimension of instructional technology: A case study Journal of Marketing Education, 2 (1) 1980 Education
Community attitude measurement: A methodology for social applications of

marketing research
European Research, May (79) 1979 Market research

Unit pricing: A microeconomic experimental investigation Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 4 (1)

1976 Pricing

Strategic planning in a period of transition Industrial Marketing Management, 4 (6) 1975 International business/strategic
planning

What are the benefits of unit pricing? Journal of Marketing, 36 (2) 1972 Pricing
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ambassador. We analyze the main ideas of each period. While this
overview is not exhaustive, it offers clarity and explanation about the
academic career of Peter LaPlaca.

2.1. The beginning (1972–1979)

Research interests of Peter were focused on pricing, strategic plan-
ning, international business, and market research. In collaboration with
Kent Monroe, “What are the benefits of unit pricing?” (1972) is published
in the Journal of Marketing (JM). They analyze the impact of the new
unit pricing requirement for retail stores established at 1970 in the state
of Massachusetts. This paper marked the beginning of Peter's career. We
strongly believe that unit pricing represents a milestone for his success
as researcher and educator. Therefore, we dedicate our attention to unit
pricing and we subsequently analyze its major contributions and ra-
mifications to B2B pricing in different sections.

At this early stage, he commences to get involved in B2B marketing
theory. “Strategic planning in a period of transition” (Hempel and LaPlaca,
1975), published in Industrial Marketing Management (IMM), provides an
interesting and disruptive view at the time, regarding the status of the
business environment. The authors proposed an idea of transition to
improve planning, in a sense whereas markets were changing from
relatively stable and predictable to dynamic and predominately un-
certain. Nowadays, the conception of market is inherently complex and
one key characteristic is its intense turbulence (Day, 2011; Tsai & Yang,
2013; Winter, 2003). Therefore, companies need to work on improving
their process of adaptation to changing environmental conditions in
order to survive. B2B firms should implement dynamic and adaptive
marketing capabilities (Day, 2011) to respond efficiently to the turbu-
lent business context. Another research stream that reached Peter's
motivation was market research. The measurement of attitudes has been
acknowledged as relevant by psychology (e.g., Fazio, 1990) and mar-
keting research (e.g., Aggarwal, 2004; Peters, Pressey, & Johnston,
2017). Peter was concerned in the social applications and the group or
community articulation (1979) of attitudes. The latter is intrinsically
important for B2B marketing theory as decisions are commonly made
by teams (e.g., decision making unit or buying center). This link be-
tween attitudes and behavior has been studied in different contexts
such as services (Williams, Khan, Ashill, & Naumann, 2011) and pro-
ducts (Michell, King, & Reast, 2001) in the B2B literature, showing
strong connection. Past experiences influence current attitudes of B2B
customers and this is a central component of the customer experience
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). All in all, these incipient research streams
contributed and encouraged the work of several recognized marketing
researchers such as Aaker and Ford (1983) and Shama (1981).

2.2. The versatile B2B researcher (1980–1990)

The 1980–1990 period was his most exhaustive research advance-
ment. Peter's perspectives and contributions fluctuated among educa-
tion, strategic planning, marketing risk, international business, market
research, health care, sales force, innovation, services, and pricing. For
example, Shah and LaPlaca (1981) describe the key elements of mar-
keting risk and their impacts on the development of strategic marketing
plans. The rationale supporting this manuscript is that B2B decision
making is not guided by the objective of eliminating risk, but rather the
accounting of risk in the process. Moreover, this study offers taxonomy
regarding the types of risks and is one of the first in relating cross-
functional orientations such as finance, management and technology to
firm performance. Marketing in its challenge to be an integral part of
the organization needs to be in continuous interaction with other areas,
specially finance. According to Kumar (2015, p. 3) “the field expanded
its investment-based outlook of marketing by bringing more account-
ability to marketing activities, consequently earning an important place
in corporate boardrooms.” Another relevant contribution is related to
the application of marketing theory in the health care industry.

Miaoulis et al. (1985) discussed the situation whereas hospital admin-
istrators increasingly were recognizing that establishing a marketing
function is necessary for their hospitals' long-term planning. The main
resulting suggestions are relevant in every industry: (1) administrators
recognize that the understanding of marketing precedes successful
implementation and (2) administrators must realize that integrating
marketing into a company (e.g., hospital) organizational structure is an
evolutionary process. This is especially important for B2B companies,
because many firms do not possess the marketing function and it is even
less perceived as an orientation and philosophy of business. At the end
of this time period, Peter introduced “Contingency pricing for improved
profit performance” (1988) as his first Journal of Business and Industrial
Marketing (JBIM) paper. He demonstrated through case studies that
“the economic value of a product to the customer is a measure of
economic utility which the customer receives from the product when it
is used in a specific application” (p. 65). Contingency pricing is the
foundation of value-based pricing because the amount of benefit re-
ceived by the buyer depends on the product usage and form of use.
Further research has been done in these streams by academics such as
Reid and Plank (2000) and Kim, Kim, Kim, Kim, and Kang (2008).

2.3. Extending B2B research (1991–2005)

During these years, Peter started to work on the development of
general B2B theory, but kept deepen on services, innovation, voice of
the customer, alliances, and manufacturing literature. In collaboration
with Ken Wexler, “Assessment of the alliance process for service compa-
nies” (LaPlaca and Wexler, 1993) offers an overall perspective about
alliances and value co-creation in service settings. Alliances have been
acknowledged as key in B2B marketing (e.g., Lazzarini, Claro, &
Mesquita, 2008). In addition, alliances are also a relevant component of
international business and start-ups development (Perez, Whitelock, &
Florin, 2013). Conceptually, alliances involve partners combining
competencies and resources in a process of systematic learning with the
goal of creating value. Partners working together build governance
structures to mitigate risks of opportunistic behavior and foster inter-
partner trust. All elements related to managing buyer-seller relation-
ships, prominent stream of B2B marketing research.

Customization of manufacturing procedures increases the chal-
lenges for B2B marketers. Sharma and LaPlaca (2005, p. 476) stated
that “build-to-order processes allow marketers to customize products to
a greater degree, creating a competitive advantage over traditional
manufacturing.” The rationale of this study is that firms measure the
needs of each customer individually and manufacture for and service
those needs. However, the individualization process is highly expensive
and generates cross-functional tension. The decision of adopting a one-
to-one approach requires the sustainability of business (Fredriksson &
Gadde, 2005; Henke, 2000). The heterogeneity among customers re-
strain the supplier's ability to segment the market efficiently, but in-
crease the opportunity for marketing to generate insights about the
firm's approach to the market. In line with this stream, Peter also ex-
plored the impact of voice of the customer on innovation. Fransson,
LaPlaca, and Maynard (2004) investigated how a manufacturer of wire
management products adapted to changes in the marketplace. The
selling and innovation process required the participation of architects,
building owners, and mechanical consultants due to their influence to
the contractor's choice of electrical wire management systems, mini-
mizing the total cost of ownership. “Aesthetics were also becoming
more important as building owners increasingly competed to attract
tenants” (2004, p. 3). The company adopted an integrative value chain
perspective, managing commercial and informational flows to enhance
the perceived benefits of each stakeholder. Therefore, this case study is
a relevant precedent to the marketing in an open network approach
proposed by Day (2011). The intervention of multiple actors in the
value chain is an essential part of B2B marketing relationships and
value co-creation. While more actors participate in the value creation
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process, more complex the management of the end-user needs. All in
all, these marketing endeavors are related with current research in B2B
theory and practice (e.g., Griffin, Price, Vojak, & Hoffman, 2014; Nagy,
Schuessler, & Dubinsky, 2016; Rollins, Bellenger, & Johnston, 2012).

2.4. The B2B marketing ambassador (2006–2016)

In the last part of his academic career, Peter mainly focused on
extending the validity and robustness of B2B theory. In addition, he
dedicated special attention to the branding literature and explored
marketing practices and innovation for emerging markets. Peter parti-
cipated in several examinations of B2B marketing theory (e.g., LaPlaca,
2008, 2014). His main concerns are (1) the lack of B2B marketing re-
search, (2) the gap between marketing theory and marketing practice,
(3) the uniqueness of B2B marketing, and (4) the future research from
theoretical and methodological perspectives. First, recognizing the
contribution of IMM, JBIM, Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing
(JBBM), and Journal of Business Marketing Management (JBMM), today
fewer than 10% of all academic marketing articles are involved with
B2B marketing. While the field represents more than 50% of all eco-
nomic activity in the United States and European Union, B2B marketing
is severely underrepresented in the overall marketing literature.
Second, Peter acknowledge the gulf between theory and practice in
marketing, calling for more applied work, while B2B marketers need to
develop procedures to operatize good marketing theory in their orga-
nizations. Third, he highlights the relevance of pertinent B2B marketing
topics such as buyer-seller dyad, networks and strategic alliances, or-
ganizational buying behavior, and selling and sales force management.
Moreover, Peter asserts that “B2B marketing is less affected by cultural
differences among global markets than is business-to-consumer (B2C)
marketing” (LaPlaca, 2014, p. 184), which stress the less subjective
character of B2B interactions. Building over traditional definitions of
B2B marketing, he adds that successful marketing for industrial com-
panies requires the establishment of mutually beneficial relationships
between suppliers and customers with a long-term perspective. Four, he
states that innovation and new product development and relationship
marketing are growing rapidly in the last years, indicating the re-
levance for the field. Furthermore, B2B branding offers a relatively
recent stream for researchers. It has been acknowledged that branding
can enhance an organization's business performance and competitive
advantage (e.g., Ohnemus, 2009; Pedeliento, Andreini, Bergamaschi, &
Salo, 2016). Seyedghorban, Matanda & LaPlaca, 2016 propose that
topics such as “intangible attributes and benefits of branding in B2B,
industrial buyers' perception of branding, how to successfully brand
products and services in B2B, branding and commoditization in B2B,
and the market share, financial, and economic implications of branding
in B2B are some of the issues warranting further empirical attention.”
From a methodological perspective, Peter acknowledge that in the en-
deavor of advancing the knowledge and understanding of business-to-
business markets, researchers need to turn from a descriptive approach
to an explanatory and predictive approach. The key insight is that B2B
marketers would like to predict customer and market response to the
efforts that the company is making (LaPlaca, 2014). Finally, we present
Fig. 1 with the detailed evolution of the academic research developed
by Peter LaPlaca from 1972 to 2016. Next, we examine unit pricing due
to its importance for Peter's scholarly career.

3. Unit pricing

Unit pricing (UP) can be defined as the practice of assigning a price
per standardized unit of measure presented to consumers at a point of
purchase. In practice, unit price is added to the regular price label in the
retail shelf. UP has its origin in the United States at the beginning of the
70s decade. The state of Massachusetts was the first governmental en-
tity to require unit pricing for retail stores (Monroe & LaPlaca, 1972);
following in time, different states such as Connecticut, Rhode Island

and Maryland implemented the initiative. In other world latitudes, such
as the United Kingdom, Spain, and Australia, UP also has been put into
effect by means of legislation. Despite the UP expansion through the
world and general acceptance that the practice provides information
which aids the consumer in the decision making process (LaPlaca,
1976; Yao & Oppewal, 2016a), there are still gaps to fulfill. In general,
consumers are likely to use it in making their choices (Manning, Sprott,
& Miyazaki, 2003), but it is not always widespread and statutes and
units differ widely around the world. Currently, the International Or-
ganization for Standardization (ISO) project committee ISO/PC 294,
has started work on a global standard that will establish guidelines and
principles of unit pricing such as visibility, accuracy, consistency and
uniformity (ISO, 2016). This advancement would not be possible
without the academic effort completed during the 70s and 80s decades
(e.g., Aaker & Ford, 1983; Friedman, 1971; Isakson & Maurizi, 1973;
LaPlaca, 1976; Russo, 1977).

3.1. Unit price awareness and usage

The first exploratory concerns were related to the degree of
awareness and usage of unit pricing. The general agreement at the
beginning of the practice internalization was that consumer awareness
levels fluctuated from 56 to 82% and only 30 to 55% of shoppers used
unit price (Carman, 1973). In April 1980, Aaker and Ford (1983) re-
plicated the 70s study regarding Safeway in Washington, D.C.
(Friedman, 1971), finding that both awareness and usage levels in-
creased during the 10 years period. More recent studies show that
shoppers' awareness levels were as high as 90–95% and that more than
69% actually used unit price in the decision making process
(Bogomolova & Jarratt, 2016). Another focus of research attention was
the effect of demographic differences. From the early studies, findings
generally informed that awareness levels of unit price were relatively
high among consumers with higher levels of income, education or oc-
cupation status (e.g., Isakson & Maurizi, 1973; Monroe & LaPlaca,
1972). Regarding unit price usage, research commonly agreed that it is
negatively related to age and positively related to household size and
suburban (in comparison with urban) shoppers (e.g., Aaker & Ford,
1983; Friedman, 1971). Recent research keeps showing positive re-
lationship between education and unit price awareness and use, but
contradictory evidence is acknowledged regarding age of consumers
(Bogomolova & Jarratt, 2016). For example, Mitchell, Lennard, and
McGoldrick (2003) found that older people with higher levels of edu-
cation were using unit price in contrast with people aged 34 or younger
and consumers without college studies. In addition, several recent
studies have found that price consciousness moderates the effect of
education on unit price awareness and usage (Miyazaki, Sprott, &
Manning, 2000; Yao & Oppewal, 2016a). Therefore, the contradictory
evidence related to age can be explained by different levels of price
consciousness.

3.2. Benefits of using UP and challenges to adoption

The benefits expected by policy makers, mainly the generation of
savings on grocery purchases, were divergent across the early studies
and contradictory evidence was published. For example, some re-
searchers indicated that the availability of unit price information does
not modify preferences in favor of low unit price items (e.g.,
McCullough & Padberg, 1971). In contrast, Isakson and Maurizi (1973)
using the same data as McCullough and Padberg, found that consumers
in fact shift demand towards the low unit price products. Moreover,
LaPlaca (1976) found that under conditions of equivalent satisfaction
among products, the lower unit priced item is preferred over higher
unit priced options. Recent studies dissipate doubts about the benefits
of UP. The positive relationship between using unit price and reducing
grocery expenditures was tested by several authors (e.g., Méndez,
Angola, & Sánchez, 2013; Miyazaki et al., 2000; Yao & Oppewal,
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2016a). Consumer associations, through private studies, have also
confirmed this relationship. For instance, the Queensland Consumers
Association (2008) found that consumers can save up to 47% when
switching to cheaper alternatives using unit price. Another benefit that
has been examined in the literature is the reduction of shopping time.
Recent studies have largely confirmed the early propositions about UP
facilitating the decision making process. Unit prices can reduce up to
40 s per product selection (Mitchell et al., 2003; Miyazaki et al., 2000)
and increase accuracy in selecting the cheapest alternative (Mitchell
et al., 2003; Yao & Oppewal, 2016b). Finally, UP aids to better recall
item prices (Méndez et al., 2013) and improves customers perceptions
of task information load (Yao & Oppewal, 2016b).

The main challenges to adopt UP are the provision cost for the re-
tailer and the poor labeling practices at the point of purchase
(Bogomolova & Jarratt, 2016). For the retailer, the cost of installing and
maintaining a UP system is relatively constant per store, independent of
sales volume (Monroe & LaPlaca, 1972). Thus, UP can have a dis-
proportionate effect on smaller retailers and not all companies may
survive the cost burden (Bogomolova & Jarratt, 2016). However, re-
searchers have found that there are at least four key benefits from UP
for the store: (1) improves inventory control and space management,
(2) generates fewer price-marking errors, (3) increases the market share
of store brands, and (4) enhances customer satisfaction and store image
(Friedman, 1971; Monroe & LaPlaca, 1972; Russo, 1977; Yao &
Oppewal, 2016b). Therefore, for both smaller and bigger retailers UP
can be a tool to foster better customer relationships and to achieve long-
term profitability.

The mere presence of UP can be insufficient to mobilize customers
towards the cheapest alternative. Russo, Krieser, and Miyashita (1975)
argued that part of the previous null effects of UP on customer behavior
were due to how unit prices were displayed on the store shelf. In a field
experiment this perspective was satisfactorily tested, finding that in-
clusion of unit price to shelf tags decreases customer expenditures by
1%, while unit price lists (i.e., a sheet including all unit price in-
formation for a product category) increase savings up to 3%. Due to
unit price list are not commonly found in current marketplace,
Miyazaki et al. (2000) examined how unit price information in shelf

tags is presented in stores and the effects of that granted information.
The results of the field study support that the prominence of unit price
in the tag has a positive effect on awareness and usage of this in-
formation. In addition, Jarratt (2016) found that 50% of German senior
consumers perceived lack of legibility and prominence of unit price on
shelf tags. More interesting, 87% stated that would use unit price more
often if this information was easier to see and 83% indicated that
unified price tag design may help the use of unit price more frequently.
Therefore, the ease and prominence of unit price information enhances
UP adoption by consumers and maximize the benefits for them.

3.3. Unit price externality

In general, studies covering UP have worked over the assumption
that unit price is only an indicator of product cost (Manning et al.,
2003; Monroe & LaPlaca, 1972). However, several researchers have
indicated that price can provide other information to the consumer,
such as a cue of quality (Dolan & Simon, 1996; Monroe, Rikala, &
Somervuori, 2015). In the context of UP, Manning et al. (2003) found
that besides the obvious motivations of saving money, customers stated
that the use of unit prices is considered a tool for quality assessment.
These authors suggest that further research should explore if different
customer segments diverge in their goals of unit price information. This
is highly relevant in B2B settings because price is determinant to assess
the value provided by suppliers. Therefore, B2B customers can use unit
prices to evaluate trade-offs between an item cost and its perceived
benefits (Manning et al., 2003). All in all, B2B pricing seems to be in-
trinsically related to some of the possible externalities of UP and it may
be less relevant for this type of customers. Next, we explore the rami-
fications of unit pricing to the B2B arena and how pricing has evolved
in this context.

4. B2B pricing developments & research propositions

Pricing is an important industrial marketing topic, but is still under-
researched and needs further development (Dant & Lapuka, 2008; Liozu
& Hinterhuber, 2013). Price decisions are a major concern of B2B firms,

Fig. 1. Research streams by time period.
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it is essential for the sustainability of profits and competitive advantage
and company's long-term survival (Burkert, Ivens, Henneberg, &
Schradi, 2017; LaPlaca, 1988; Töytäri, Rajala, & Alejandro, 2015). The
financial impact of pricing is enormous. On average, a 5% price in-
crease yields a 22% improvement in operating profits (Hinterhuber,
2004) and a 1% boost in price leads to a net income gain of 12% (Dolan
& Simon, 1996). Despite companies' open recognition of pricing re-
levance, only 12% of firms are conducting serious pricing research
(Clancy & Shulman, 1994). Moreover, many companies neglect pricing
responsibility, “resting” in matching prices with competitors or ad-
justing reactively to general market behavior (Dolan & Simon, 1996).
This lack of proper attention and absence of sophistication in pricing
creates a dangerous trap for B2B companies.

4.1. Pricing approaches in B2B settings

The main challenge for industrial firms is to understand and capture
(part of) the value created for each customer. Companies, such as 3M,
have demonstrated that a pricing strategy based on providing and
capturing value generates a vantage position over less value-oriented
competitors (LaPlaca, 1988; Lindgreen & Wynstra, 2005). Regretfully,
many firms have laggard pricing practices based on costs (i.e., cost-
based pricing) as the primary input and sometimes as the only one.
Dolan and Simon (p. 4) indicate that companies persist on applying
“inappropriate rules of thumb such as taking a standard mark-up on
cost.” The focus on cost comes from economic static models, whereas
the “rule” for optimal price is equal to the marginal cost per unit.
However, various market factors for a product or service are ignored by
this rule. These factors include consideration of the competing set of
alternatives for the brand in question, fluctuation of these competitive
sets across particular customers, interaction effects with those of other
elements of the marketing mix (e.g., channels available), development
of substitutes, and dynamics over time (Rao, 1984). The next level of
pricing development is competition-based pricing, whereas some
market inputs are considered. This approach uses predicted or observed
price levels of rivals as central source for settings prices and may be
appropriate for non-differentiable commodities (Hinterhuber, 2008).
Nevertheless, it is unlikely that a product or service can be defined as a
“factual” commodity because performance of many product features
depends on customer usage (and other internal characteristics) and
required levels of service (support) tend to vary across customer seg-
ments (or even customer-to-customer). Therefore, industrial vendors
might readily alter prices across customers and even can modify prices
between succeeding purchases of the same customer (Woodside, 2015;
Zhang, Netzer, & Ansari, 2014).

Researchers converge in that a value-based pricing is the overall
best approach for B2B offerings (Hinterhuber, 2004, 2008; Töytäri
et al., 2015). It does include into analysis the customers' perceived
value and their consequently willingness to pay. LaPlaca (1988) offered
one of the first conceptualization of this approach (contingency pri-
cing), suggesting the measurement of the economic utility received by
the customer from the offering, when it is used under particular con-
ditions. Value-based pricing is a sophisticated but puzzling approach to
pricing, because it requires the assessment of perceived value and open
bi-directional communication and transparency. Moreover, value needs
to be interpreted as context-specific, multi-faceted, and its perception is
dynamic through time (Töytäri et al., 2015). Under this approach,
customers' willingness to pay is based on the perceived net benefits,
implying the deduction of any cost to the customer in process of ob-
taining the desired benefits, excluding the purchase price. Finally, the
customer perceived value is “the difference between the perceived net
benefits and price paid.” (Töytäri et al., 2015, p. 55). Therefore, B2B
customers will prefer suppliers that maximize perceived value in a one-
to-one comparison.

4.2. Unit pricing and value-based pricing in B2B settings

Unit pricing is recognized as an important informative tool for
customers and generates important benefits for the decision making
process. Would these benefits sustain in B2B settings? The relevance of
the estimation and communication of value suggests applicability of
unit pricing in B2B settings, whether perspective adjustments are em-
braced. Due to the complexity of value quantification, it is advisable to
focus on the most salient value drivers for customers (Anderson, Narus,
& Van Rossum, 2006). In general, value is originated by differentiated
technical features of tangible product characteristics or customer ser-
vice support. The main difficulty is to obtain and interpret the data
(Hinterhuber, 2008). To discover hidden value and build awareness
about customers' preferences, suppliers need to visit and spend time
with their customers (McQuarrie, 2008; Töytäri et al., 2015; Zablah,
Bellenger, & Johnston, 2004). Verification of the value perceived by
customers is required and on-site testing is commonly applied. Some-
times, due to lack of trust, third parties such as laboratories or uni-
versities, play a relevant role on “certifying” offerings performance.
Unit and value-based pricing need to be fused to facilitate offering
comparison from a value perspective rather than nominal price.

4.3. Unit value-based pricing and propositions

We propose that applying the value-based pricing theory to unit
prices, a new perspective can be developed. For this process has critical
importance demonstrating and documenting quantitatively the articu-
lation of value to the customer (Anderson et al., 2006; Hinterhuber,
2004; Töytäri et al., 2015; Töytäri & Rajala, 2015). From previous lit-
erature, evidence indicates that the selling process is becoming more
complex and there are behavioral issues to be considered in B2B in-
teractions (Anderson & Wynstra, 2010; Monroe et al., 2015; Ritter,
Wilkinson, & Johnston, 2004; Woodside, 2015). On the one hand, ac-
cording to Anderson et al. (2006) three or four offering's features
concentrate the attention of industrial customers. On the other hand,
the buying center is composed by multiple stakeholders with different
interests, generally involving more than three executives (Johnston &
Bonoma, 1981; McWilliams, Naumann, & Scott, 1992) as influencers
and decision maker. Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)
suggests that separating the benefits increase the utility (value) per-
ceived by customers. In specific, we are acknowledging the framing
effects that refer to the way in which a choice, or an option, can be
affected by the order or manner in which it is presented to a decision
maker or influencer. We define unit value-based pricing as the value
quantification (US$) per standardized unit of measure, articulated from
each part of the value proposition of the supplier. We suggest that using
unit value-based pricing will create benefits to suppliers and industrial
customers. Particularly, we expect that:

Proposition 1. Quantifying and communicating the contribution of
each key element of the value proposition, in addition to the overall
delivered value ($), will have a positive impact on the customer
purchase decision, in comparison with only informing the total value.

Proposition 2. Relating and concentrating the communication towards
the contribution of a(some) particular element(s) of the value
proposition to a pre-qualified stakeholder in the buying center, will
increase the chances of make the sale.

Proposition 3. Supporting the implementation of unit value-based
pricing will contribute to improve the procurement processes of
industrial customers, decreasing time consumption and saving money
(in the long-haul) per purchase.

Proposition 4. The use of big data and marketing analytics will
increase the viability of implementing unit value-based pricing.

Proposition 5. The use of the internet of things (IoT) will facilitate the
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implementation of unit value-based pricing.

Proposition 6. The simpler the purchase situation (e.g., straight
rebuy), the more feasible the implementation of unit value-based
pricing.

Proposition 7. The smaller the customer buying center, the more
feasible the implementation of unit value-based pricing.

Proposition 8. The bigger the customer buying center, the more total
value is accounted by unit value-based pricing for both buyer and
supplier (in comparison with cost-based and competition-based
pricing).

Proposition 9. The bigger the customer buying center, the less
proportional economic value is captured by the supplier while using
unit value-based pricing.

4.4. Case study

For example, an international grinding balls company negotiating
with a copper mining plant in Australia can illustrate the beneficial
output of unit value-based pricing. The buying center (at a level of
influencers and decision maker) is composed by (1) mine manager
(decision maker), (2) warehouse supervisor, (3) maintenance engineer,
and (4) superintendent of processes. The supplier's value proposition
involves more reliable delivery times than rivals (97% of punctual
controlled deliveries in comparison to 95% of the best competitor),
lower levels of broken balls before predicted life expectancy (5% su-
perior to the best competitor), 24/7 technical assistance (in comparison
with 8 h only for business days of the best competitor), and lower levels
of energy consumption in the mill (13% better in comparison with the
best competitor). The average contract is valid for 3 to 4 years, though,
the standard period of evaluation is six months because it represents
one complete operation cycle of the mill. Further, the standardized
measure here is not quantity or weights of grinding balls in view of the
supplier assures provision to keep the continuous mill operation and
gives a measure of short-term that is appreciated by some stakeholders
due to personal bias (Bonoma & Johnston, 1978; Töytäri et al., 2015).
Software and digital tools contribute to inventory control and to
monitor the performance and throughput of the grinding balls. There-
fore, unit value-based pricing suggests evaluate the perceived value by
the customer per operation cycle, and during the negotiation process
the vendor managed the communication focus as follow: (1) emphasize
the total benefit ($) to the mine manager, separating the overall savings
by topic; (2) stress the delivery improvements (in technical and eco-
nomic terms) to the warehouse supervisor; (3) underline the energy
savings and better quality (i.e., lower levels of failure) of the balls to the
process superintendent; and (4) accentuate the more flexible and ex-
tended assistance (in technical and economic terms) to the maintenance
engineer. Finally, the customer decided to work with the supplier under
analysis, saving more than $0.3 (AUS) million per operation cycle and
paid a 9.5% premium over the price of the best competitor. Moreover,
the buyer included the energy savings as a general parameter to com-
pare suppliers and the contract was signed for a period of 5 years (di-
minishing the transactional costs versus the standard contract).

5. Concluding remarks

The academic journey of Peter J. LaPlaca commenced in the early
70s decade with a publication about UP, a new phenomenon in the
Northeastern area of the United States and currently disseminated over
the world. This work influenced more than seventy high quality pub-
lications in reputable scholarly journals such as JM and IMM. The UP
policy sought to help customers to maximize their return over the in-
vestment while shopping, leading to the purchase of the cheapest al-
ternative available, finding inconsistent results in the early studies.

After several years of research there is scientific consensus, UP con-
tributes to B2C decision making, from customer perspective, mainly (1)
diminishing the time of choosing an option among a set of alternatives
and (2) reducing the cost of the average purchase per category.
However, this perspective leaves out an important feature of any of-
fering: the perceived customer value. The idea as a whole is positive
and consumers express gratitude, but it leads to “commoditization” and
creates new challenges for marketers in order to reach differentiation.
This can be analyzed as favorable to the marketing function because
indirectly enhance its relevance inside the organization.

In B2B settings, UP without any modification to the approach can be
extremely dangerous and even counter-productive for both customers
and suppliers. The inclusion of a value-based perspective seems ap-
pealing, but it is not exempt of difficulties. On the one hand, (ir)ra-
tionality and bias in the procurement process of industrial customers
already leads towards the cheapest alternative (nominal cost). On the
other hand, suppliers generally lack of sophisticated approaches to
customers and struggle with open quantitative comparisons. Moreover,
the negotiation processes tend to be formal (e.g., electronic bidding),
minimizing human contact which is necessary to increase receptivity
and facilitate influence. A value-based perspective requires a relational
interaction approach between the buyer and the seller and reaching
influential stakeholders (e.g., influencers in the decision making unit) at
early stages of the buying process (Töytäri et al., 2015). Taking into
account the challenges involved from a value-based approach, we in-
tegrated UP and value-based pricing to introduce unit value-based
pricing and contribute to B2B pricing theory; entailing two research
streams of Peter LaPlaca: UP and contingency pricing. This new ap-
proach stresses the relevance of articulating value propositions and
separating the economic contribution of each element. Then, the
vendor approaches the customer with a directed message, con-
centrating on the benefits that relate closer to their particular interests.

The present paper sheds light on value-based selling and pricing,
offering a new perspective that allows the comparison of alternatives in
a simple but robust procedure with a win-win outcome. Communication
is key to organizational change towards value-based practices; at the
end people are who make decisions. For a broader understanding to the
barriers of value-based pricing implementation, please refer to Töytäri
et al. (2015). Further research is needed to test the proposed benefits of
unit value-based pricing for both B2B customers and suppliers. Litera-
ture on B2B pricing is still scant and the future of industrial markets
depends on how companies develop value-based exchanges.

References

Aaker, D. A., & Ford, G. T. (1983). Unit pricing ten years later: A replication. Journal of
Marketing, 118–122.

Aggarwal, P. (2004). The effects of brand relationship norms on consumer attitudes and
behavior. Journal of Consumer Research, 31(1), 87–101.

Anderson, J. C., Narus, J. A., & Van Rossum, W. (2006). Customer value propositions in
business markets. Harvard Business Review, 84(3), 1–10.

Anderson, J. C., & Wynstra, F. (2010). Purchasing higher-value, higher-price offerings in
business markets. Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 17(1), 29–61.

Bogomolova, S., & Jarratt, I. (2016). Unit pricing in supermarkets: Review of past evidence
from academic and industry studies.

Bonoma, T. V., & Johnston, W. J. (1978). The social psychology of industrial buying and
selling. Industrial Marketing Management, 7(4), 213–224.

Burkert, M., Ivens, B. S., Henneberg, S., & Schradi, P. (2017). Organizing for value ap-
propriation: Configurations and performance outcomes of price management.
Industrial Marketing Management, 61, 194–209.

Carman, J. M. (1973). A summary of empirical research in unit pricing. Journal of
Retailing, 48(4), 63–71.

Clancy, K. J., & Shulman, R. S. (1994). Marketing myths that are killing business: The cure for
death wish marketing. McGraw-Hill Companies.

Dant, R. P., & Lapuka, I. I. (2008). The journal of business-to-business marketing comes of
age: Some postscripts. Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 15, 192–197.

Day, G. S. (2011). Closing the marketing capabilities gap. Journal of Marketing, 75(4),
183–195.

Dolan, R., & Simon, H. (1996). Power pricing: How managing price transforms the bottom
line. New York, NY: Free Press.

Fazio, R. H. (1990). Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: The MODE
model as an integrative framework. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 23,

W. Johnston, R. Mora Cortez Industrial Marketing Management xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

7

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0065


75–109.
Fransson, M. C., LaPlaca, P. J., & Maynard, S. M. (2004). The Wiremold Company:

Listening to the voice of the customer. Business Case Journal, 12(1), 1–16.
Fredriksson, P., & Gadde, L. E. (2005). Flexibility and rigidity in customization and build-

to-order production. Industrial Marketing Management, 34(7), 695–705.
Friedman, M. E. (1971). Dual price labels: Usage patterns and potential benefits for shoppers

in inner-city and suburban supermarkets. Ypsilanti, MI: Center for the Study of
Contemporary Issues, Eastern Michigan University.

Griffin, A., Price, R. L., Vojak, B. A., & Hoffman, N. (2014). Serial innovators' processes:
How they overcome barriers to creating radical innovations. Industrial Marketing
Management, 43(8), 1362–1371.

Hempel, D. J., & LaPlaca, P. J. (1975). Strategic planning in a period of transition.
Industrial Marketing Management, 4(6), 305–314.

Henke, J. (2000). Strategic selling in the age of modules and systems. Industrial Marketing
Management, 29(3), 271–284.

Hinterhuber, A. (2004). Towards value-based pricing—An integrative framework for
decision making. Industrial Marketing Management, 33(8), 765–778.

Hinterhuber, A. (2008). Customer value-based pricing strategies: Why companies resist.
Journal of Business Strategy, 29(4), 41–50.

International Organization for Standardization (ISO). Guidance on unit pricing. (2016).
Retrieved from: https://www.iso.org/committee/5629986.html (on April 2017) .

Isakson, H. R., & Maurizi, A. R. (1973). The consumer economics of unit pricing. Journal
of Marketing Research, 277–285.

Jarratt, I. (2016). German Federal Working Group of Senior Citizens Organizations (BAGSO)
2015 survey on the provision for consumers of unit price information on price tags on self-
service shelves. BAGSO1–9.

Johnston, W. J., & Bonoma, T. V. (1981). The buying center: Structure and interaction
patterns. Journal of Marketing, 143–156.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk.
Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, 263–291.

Kim, K. H., Kim, K. S., Kim, D. Y., Kim, J. H., & Kang, S. H. (2008). Brand equity in
hospital marketing. Journal of Business Research, 61(1), 75–82.

Kumar, V. (2015). Evolution of marketing as a discipline: What has happened and what to
look out for. Journal of Marketing, 79(1), 1–9.

LaPlaca, P. J. (1976). Unit pricing: A microeconomic experimental investigation. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 4(2), 504–519.

LaPlaca, P. J. (1988). Contingency pricing for improved profit performance. Journal of
Business & Industrial Marketing, 3(2), 65–70.

LaPlaca, P. J. (2008). Commentary on “The essence of business marketing…” by
Lichtenthal, Mummalaneni, and Wilson: The JBBM comes of age. Journal of Business-
to-Business Marketing, 15(2), 180–191.

LaPlaca, P. J. (2014). Advancing industrial marketing theory: The need for improved
research. Journal of Business Market Management, 7(1), 284–288.

LaPlaca, P. J., & Wexler, K. (1993, winter). Assessment of the alliance process for service
companies. The Management Audit Portfolio (1993/1994).

Lazzarini, S. G., Claro, D. P., & Mesquita, L. F. (2008). Buyer–supplier and suppli-
er–supplier alliances: Do they reinforce or undermine one another? Journal of
Management Studies, 45(3), 561–584.

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer experience throughout
the customer journey. Journal of Marketing, 80(6), 69–96.

Lindgreen, A., & Wynstra, F. (2005). Value in business markets: What do we know? Where
are we going? Industrial Marketing Management, 34(7), 732–748.

Liozu, S. M., & Hinterhuber, A. (2013). CEO championing of pricing, pricing capabilities
and firm performance in industrial firms. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(4),
633–643.

Manning, K. C., Sprott, D. E., & Miyazaki, A. D. (2003). Unit price usage knowledge:
Conceptualization and empirical assessment. Journal of Business Research, 56(5),
367–377.

McCullough, T. D., & Padberg, D. I. (1971). Unit pricing in supermarkets; alternatives,
costs, and consumer reaction. Search, 1, 1–22 January.

McQuarrie, E. F. (2008). Customer visits: Building a better market focus. Routledge.
McWilliams, R. D., Naumann, E., & Scott, S. (1992). Determining buying center size.

Industrial Marketing Management, 21(1), 43–49.
Méndez, L., Angola, S., & Sánchez, L. (2013). Unit price information on the reference

price formation. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 22(5/6), 413–425.
Miaoulis, G., Anderson, D. C., LaPlaca, P. J., Geduldig, J. P., Giesler, R. H., & West, S.

(1985). A model for hospital marketing decision processes and relationships. Journal
of Health Care Marketing, 5(2), 37.

Michell, P., King, J., & Reast, J. (2001). Brand values related to industrial products.
Industrial Marketing Management, 30(5), 415–425.

Mitchell, V. W., Lennard, D., & McGoldrick, P. (2003). Consumer awareness, under-
standing and usage of unit pricing. British Journal of Management, 14(2), 173–187.

Miyazaki, A. D., Sprott, D. E., & Manning, K. C. (2000). Unit prices on retail shelf labels:
An assessment of information prominence. Journal of Retailing, 76(1), 93–112.

Monroe, K. B., & LaPlaca, P. J. (1972). What are the benefits of unit pricing? Journal of
Marketing, 16–22.

Monroe, K. B., Rikala, V. M., & Somervuori, O. (2015). Examining the application of
behavioral price research in business-to-business markets. Industrial Marketing
Management, 47, 17–25.

Nagy, D., Schuessler, J., & Dubinsky, A. (2016). Defining and identifying disruptive in-
novations. Industrial Marketing Management, 57, 119–126.

Ohnemus, L. (2009). B2B branding: A financial burden for shareholders? Business
Horizons, 52(2), 159–166.

Pedeliento, G., Andreini, D., Bergamaschi, M., & Salo, J. (2016). Brand and product at-
tachment in an industrial context: The effects on brand loyalty. Industrial Marketing
Management, 53, 194–206.

Perez, L., Whitelock, J., & Florin, J. (2013). Learning about customers: Managing B2B
alliances between small technology startups and industry leaders. European Journal of
Marketing, 47(3/4), 431–462.

Peters, L. D., Pressey, A. D., & Johnston, W. J. (2017). Contagion and learning in business
networks. Industrial Marketing Management, 61, 43–54.

Queensland Consumers Association (2008). Supplementary public submission to ACCC in-
quiry into the competitiveness of retail prices for standard groceries. Corinda, Queensland:
Queensland Consumers Association1–4.

Rao, V. R. (1984). Pricing research in marketing: The state of the art. Journal of Business,
S39–S60.

Reid, D. A., & Plank, R. E. (2000). Business marketing comes of age: A comprehensive
review of the literature. Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 7(2–3), 9–186.

Ritter, T., Wilkinson, I. F., & Johnston, W. J. (2004). Managing in complex business
networks. Industrial Marketing Management, 33(3), 175–183.

Rollins, M., Bellenger, D. N., & Johnston, W. J. (2012). Does customer information usage
improve a firm's performance in business-to-business markets? Industrial Marketing
Management, 41(6), 984–994.

Russo, J. E. (1977). The value of unit price information. Journal of Marketing Research,
193–201.

Russo, J. E., Krieser, G., & Miyashita, S. (1975). An effective display of unit price in-
formation. Journal of Marketing, 11–19.

Seyedghorban, Z., Matanda, M. J., & LaPlaca, P. (2016). Advancing theory and knowledge
in the business-to-business branding literature. Journal of Business Research, 69(8),
2664–2677.

Shah, K., & LaPlaca, P. J. (1981). Assessing risks in strategic planning. Industrial Marketing
Management, 10(2), 77–91.

Shama, A. (1981). Coping with staglation: Voluntary simplicity. Journal of Marketing,
120–134.

Sharma, A., & LaPlaca, P. (2005). Marketing in the emerging era of build-to-order man-
ufacturing. Industrial Marketing Management, 34(5), 476–486.

Töytäri, P., & Rajala, R. (2015). Value-based selling: An organizational capability per-
spective. Industrial Marketing Management, 45, 101–112.

Töytäri, P., Rajala, R., & Alejandro, T. B. (2015). Organizational and institutional barriers
to value-based pricing in industrial relationships. Industrial Marketing Management,
47, 53–64.

Tsai, K. H., & Yang, S. Y. (2013). Firm innovativeness and business performance: The joint
moderating effects of market turbulence and competition. Industrial Marketing
Management, 42(8), 1279–1294.

Williams, P., Khan, M. S., Ashill, N. J., & Naumann, E. (2011). Customer attitudes of
stayers and defectors in B2B services: Are they really different? Industrial Marketing
Management, 40(5), 805–815.

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal,
24(10), 991–995.

Woodside, A. G. (2015). The general theory of behavioral pricing: Applying complexity
theory to explicate heterogeneity and achieve high-predictive validity. Industrial
Marketing Management, 47, 39–52.

Yao, J., & Oppewal, H. (2016a). Unit pricing increases price sensitivity even when pro-
ducts are of identical size. Journal of Retailing, 92(1), 109–121.

Yao, J., & Oppewal, H. (2016b). Unit pricing matters more when consumers are under
time pressure. European Journal of Marketing, 50(5/6), 1094–1114.

Zablah, A. R., Bellenger, D. N., & Johnston, W. J. (2004). An evaluation of divergent
perspectives on customer relationship management: Towards a common under-
standing of an emerging phenomenon. Industrial Marketing Management, 33(6),
475–489.

Zhang, J. Z., Netzer, O., & Ansari, A. (2014). Dynamic targeted pricing in B2B relation-
ships. Marketing Science, 33(3), 317–337.

W. Johnston, R. Mora Cortez Industrial Marketing Management xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

8

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf5510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf5510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0100
https://www.iso.org/committee/5629986.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf5630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf5630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf7852
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf7852
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf7852
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf3920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf3920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(18)30041-5/rf0355

	Unit pricing and its implications for B2B marketing research
	Introduction
	Peter LaPlaca research streams
	The beginning (1972–1979)
	The versatile B2B researcher (1980–1990)
	Extending B2B research (1991–2005)
	The B2B marketing ambassador (2006–2016)

	Unit pricing
	Unit price awareness and usage
	Benefits of using UP and challenges to adoption
	Unit price externality

	B2B pricing developments &#x200B;&&#x200B; research propositions
	Pricing approaches in B2B settings
	Unit pricing and value-based pricing in B2B settings
	Unit value-based pricing and propositions
	Case study

	Concluding remarks
	References




