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1. Introduction

The question of accountability has recently been reinforced in mar-
keting theory (McDonald, 2010; Verhoef & Leeflang, 2009). The
American Marketing Association (2005, p. 1) defines marketing
accountability as, “The responsibility for the systematic management
of marketing resources and processes to achieve measurable gains in re-
turn on marketing investment and increased marketing efficiency,
while maintaining quality and increasing the value of the corporation.”
Therefore, marketing actions should be connected with the financial re-
sults of the company (Stewart, 2009) in order to prove marketing's con-
tribution (O'Sullivan & Butler, 2010). This step is crucial for marketers
when arguing for a marketing budget and when proving the importance
of marketing activities in the firm. However, interpretation of the mar-
keting accountability definition and underlying structure of the concept
itself remains vague. Researchers still need to unveil the dimensions of
the marketing accountability concept and to help marketers in firms
to implement marketing accountability in the best way possible.
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Namely, there is still a question of how marketing accountability is to
be achieved in firms. This paper contributes to answering this question
and at the same time points out that marketing accountability is not
only important for a firm's internal processes, but that it also has exter-
nal effects on consumers in business relationship settings.

One of the main tasks of marketing in a firm is to provide and com-
municate a value proposition to customers. There are enduring debates
on the different facets of value. Many researchers are particularly
focused on customer perceived value, which is defined as “... the
customer's overall assessment of the utility of a product based on
perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988,
p. 12). We see customer perceived value as a trigger for attitudes and
behavior, and therefore it is of particular importance in value analysis.
Customer perceived value cannot be controlled by a company directly;
however, different actions of the company, especially appropriate
marketing actions and marketing tools employment, have an impact
on customer perceived value.

This paper aims to establish a link between marketing accountability
and customer perceived value in a business relationship setting. We
start from the view that demonstrating marketing accountability is
necessary for improving marketing's position within a firm. Hence, if
the supplier's firm implements marketing accountability, marketing
activities can deliver a better value proposition for clients, which is the
essence of business marketing (Anderson & Narus, 2004). An increase
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in value perceptions is connected to an increase in perceptions of differ-
ent value antecedents, such as a supplier's reputation and trust. The
greater the value perception, the more likely the value outcomes will
be favorable for the supplier firm, which is reflected in the supplier's fi-
nancial results. This means that marketing accountability in the
supplier's firm externally affects customer perceived value. Its internal
effects are evident through increased marketing efficiency and im-
proved marketing activities, while external effects are apparent through
the better value proposition for clients. In order to link marketing ac-
countability and customer perceived value, we apply the relationship
theory and resource-based view driven perspective to marketing
accountability and its constituents.

In the paper, we first present the theoretical framework on the ex-
ternal effect of the supplier's marketing accountability and review ac-
countability and customer perceived value. We analyze marketing
accountability and related fields through bibliometric co-citation analy-
sis, exploring the basic building blocks of this area in order to form a
proposal for the conceptualization of the accountability concept. Fur-
thermore, we concisely present previous research findings on the do-
main and scope of perceived value and propose an adapted definition
of customer perceived value in a business relationship. In order to link
theoretical framework with practice, we conduct exploratory research
through a series of interviews with managers from different sectors. Fi-
nally, we suggest an operationalization of the marketing accountability
construct and research design of further empirical studies for testing the
proposed external effect of marketing accountability.

2. Theoretical framework

The link between accountability and customer perceived value was
never explicitly drawn in previous research. However, a review of
established theories and prior research in related fields shows evidences
that such a link should exist. Based on Day's (1994) framework, we
argue that marketing accountability should be positioned as the distinc-
tive capability of a firm and that marketing accountability as such influ-
ences actions and performance of the firm. Gupta and Zeithaml (2006)
state that, in order to ensure marketing accountability, the link between
customer metrics and profitability should be better understood. The
theoretical framework for customer metrics and their impact on firms'
financial performance starts with firms' external actions (labeled as
“what firms do”), which impact perceptual/unobservable measures
(“what customers think”), which then in turn impact behavioral out-
comes/observable measures (“what customers do”), and in the end
impact the financial performance of the firm (“what firms get”). They
propose that unobservable measures, such as perceived value, have
both direct and indirect effects on the performance of the firm. Through
the framework given by Gupta and Zeithaml (2006), marketing ac-
countability is linked with the antecedents and consequences of per-
ceived value, as well as value itself.

It is well known that value represents a cornerstone of business rela-
tionships (Anderson & Narus, 2004). Value is defined as the worth of the
supplier's offer, taking into account all its benefits and sacrifices. Suppli-
er firms are focused on understanding, creating and delivering value to
customer firms. One of the main challenges for suppliers is in showing
that their value proposition is superior relative to their competitors'
offers (Anderson, Kumar, & Narus, 2007). Here we argue that together
with the tactics for managing and demonstrating superior value pro-
posed in Anderson et al. (2007), supplier's marketing accountability
can additionally facilitate this process. On one hand, marketing account-
ability assumes the efficient management of marketing resources and
clear presentation of marketing effects on the financial statements of
the firm. On the other hand, utilizing this approach increases the effi-
ciency of standard marketing tools such as brand and reputation man-
agement, trustworthiness and relationship focus. Thus, capitalizing on
superior value is enabled if marketing accountability is in place in the
supplier's firm, yet this capitalization can be accomplished only through

the external effect of marketing actions on customers and their connec-
tion with customer perceived value.

The construct of perceived value plays an important role in relation-
ship marketing theory (Grénroos, 1996). Relationship marketing is pre-
sented as a resource-oriented perspective, while the importance of the
value perceived by customers is strongly pointed out in the framework.
Namely, “only activities which produce value for customers should be
tolerated” (Gronroos, 1996, p. 10). On the other hand, perceived value
is presented as the unobservable measure in the customer metrics
framework based on the resource-based view (Gupta & Zeithaml,
2006). Here, the relationship marketing perspective meets the
resource-based view, and the concept of value emerges from both the-
oretical bases.

The resource-based view (Wernerfelt, 1984) is a bastion for many
theoretical frameworks. This is also true for the framework explaining
the capabilities of market-driven organizations (Day, 1994), which facil-
itates the link we are drawing between marketing accountability and
customer perceived value. Distinctive capabilities are built by business
assets, the capabilities of the business and the competencies of the
corporation. When created, these building blocks directly position the
competitive advantage and distinctive capabilities of a firm, which in
turn influence the performance outcomes of the firm. This is how the
resource-based view explains what leads to the business performance
of a firm. Accordingly, marketing accountability can be viewed as a
distinctive capability of a firm that serves to increase business perfor-
mance. As such, marketing accountability represents capabilities, a
central construct in resource-based view (RBV), which is defined as
“an organizationally embedded non-transferable firm-specific resource
whose purpose is to improve the productivity of the other resources
possessed by the firm” (Makadok, 2001, p. 389).

The importance of the resource-based view for marketing (and vice-
versa) is now emphasized more than ever (Barney, 2014; Day, 2014;
Kozlenkova, Samaha, & Palmatier, 2014; Wernerfelt, 2014). In line
with recent discussions, we use the resource-based theory to show
the connection between marketing accountability and customer per-
ceived value. This can be concluded from the four different perspectives
of RBV in the marketing field as summarized by Kozlenkova et al.
(2014), and which are in line with our proposition on accountability
in the following ways: (1) marketing strategy is used as a primary
marketing domain in this paper, while accountability and value reflect
strategic issues in business relationships, (2) the client's perceptions
of market-based, intangible resources is assessed, such as reputation,
trust and relationship quality with the supplier, and we postulate that
their effect on value is stronger if accountability is in place in a supplier's
firm, (3) the discussion is extended to the exchange level of analysis,
which means that we examine “socially complex resources ... trust-
and value-based relationships ... between firms” (Barney, 2014,
p. 24), and finally (4) we bring RBV closer to the related relationship
marketing theory.

Marketing accountability can be understood as a distinctive capabil-
ity of the firm (Day, 1994), derived from the combination of (1) the
firm's assets, (2) its business capabilities and (3) the core competencies
of the corporation. Core competencies should reflect competencies of
the senior executive who is in charge of marketing. The basis for this
proposal is evident from the work of Prahalad and Hamel (1990),
where the core competence of the firm is “communication, involve-
ment, and a deep commitment to working across organizational bound-
aries” (1990, p. 5), all of which are built by senior executives of the firm.

We also conclude that marketing accountability as a distinctive ca-
pability serves to increase business performance. Business performance
is mostly assessed by indicators from the financial statements of a firm.
Focusing on internal competitive advantages and unique competencies
may help a firm to lower negative effects (e.g., lower costs or expenses),
while internal actions seldom increase positive effects (e.g., lowering
the firm's liabilities) in the financial statements. In order to increase
positive effects and have stronger influence on performance, evidence
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from external actions should emerge (e.g., increases in sales and there-
fore in revenues, and increase in brand equity, reputation, and other
intangible assets). Marketing accountability, viewed as distinctive
capability, has both internal as well as external effects on business
performance. In this work, we focus on the neglected external effects.

Previous works on accountability observe it as a strictly internal
construct and analyze its internal ties with other firm-related con-
structs. Internally, accountability processes represent proof of market-
ing effectiveness in financial terms and help executives in charge of
marketing or marketing managers to maintain or increase their budgets.
If gains from marketing investments are measurable and if marketing
becomes more efficient, actions such as an increase in the marketing
budget are more likely. Externally, we may say that the marketing
accountability of the firm affects clients' perceptions of the marketing
actions and value proposition, which in turn are important for value
outcomes that in the end influence the firm's performance (Gupta &
Zeithaml, 2006). Hypothetically, if marketing accountability is present,
this would mean that there are sets of measures in place showing the fi-
nancial effect of marketing activities and that a marketing manager can
argue for a higher marketing budget and marketing's position within
the firm. Marketing resources are utilized successfully, such as by focus-
ing on managing the firm's value proposal, building relationships with
clients, and fostering intangible resources such as firm's reputation.
We are arguing that having marketing accountability processes in
place will indirectly help boost the firm's performance. However, this
would happen in the market, outside-in (Day, 2014), involving custom-
er perceived value and value antecedents and outcomes.

This means that client-firms will form perceptions about perceived
value antecedents: relationship quality, the firm's expertise and reputa-
tion, and other hardly imitable resources. Clients will also have a firm
formulation of value perceptions, accounting for all benefits and costs.
This means that, if the firm has accountability in place, the link between
value antecedents and perceived value will be stronger. On the other
hand, in the absence of marketing accountability within the firm, the
opposite scenario would occur: utilizing marketing activities would
not be at the same level, and the link between value antecedents and
perceived value will be weaker. Finally, through clients’ value outcomes
(e.g., satisfaction, loyalty, word of mouth and repurchase intentions) the
firm's performance will be affected. The proposed theoretical frame-

work and link between accountability and value are presented in Fig. 1.

In line with the RBV, we argue that the supplier's accountability
creates a competitive advantage which in turn positively influences
business performance. However, prior to the linkage of advantage and
performance, this internally based competitive advantage needs to
materialize. We propose that it materializes through the external link
between the marketing accountability of the firm and customer per-
ceived value and value antecedents. Here, we focus on intangible and
relationship-based antecedents that are supposed to serve as signals
to customers and that help in the creation of customer perceived
value. This is where we can see the importance of relationship

marketing theory. In our framework, marketing accountability moder-
ates the effects of value antecedents on customer perceived value.
Customer perceived value may be regarded as the external manifesta-
tion of competitive advantage that influences the value outcomes of
customers and returns back to the firm through effects on business
performance. This framework can be put into the context of a general
theory of business marketing (Hunt, 2013) because it is in line with its
foundational premises.

2.1. Marketing accountability

Research on marketing accountability and related constructs is still
in its infancy. The definitions of marketing accountability found in
literature are not consistent because researchers apply short and “cus-
tomized” definitions, e.g., accountability is the “capability to link mar-
keting strategies and actions to financial performance measures”
(Verhoef & Leeflang, 2009, p. 20). Such a definition assesses accountabil-
ity as a capability of a firm, in line with our proposed framework; how-
ever, it does not demonstrate enough of the substance of the marketing
accountability concept and how it should be constructed. Terms that
usually appear hand in hand with marketing accountability include:
marketing metrics (Clark, 1999), marketing productivity (Sheth &
Sisodia, 2002) and marketing performance (O'Sullivan & Abela, 2007).
Marketing productivity and performance should be the outcome of
marketing accountability, while marketing metrics should represent
one of its elements.

In order to gather more information about the domain and scope of
accountability, we conducted a bibliometric co-citation analysis. A
complete overview of the analysis is given in Appendix A. This analysis,
together with insights from qualitative research, will help us conceptu-
alize marketing accountability in line with a proposed framework. Re-
search topics that are cited the most cover marketing capabilities,
marketing strategy and business performance (Morgan, 2012; Morgan,
Clark, & Gooner, 2002; Morgan & Rego, 2012; Morgan, Vorhies, &
Mason, 2009; Vorhies & Morgan, 2005). Marketing accountability and
related areas are primarily observed in business-to-business context
and appear only in top-ranked journals.

Bibliometric analysis provides the marketing accountability field
with several important insights. The origins of the field are tracked to
the strategic management field. The basic theory, derived from these
results, is the resource-based view (with competitive advantage at its
core). Apart from the resource-based view (Morgan et al., 2002;
Vorhies & Morgan, 2005), researchers have also used institutional theo-
ry as a foothold (Ambler & Kokkinaki, 1997; Homburg, Workman, &
Krohmer, 1999). In this paper, we apply the resource-based view and
position marketing accountability as the distinctive capability of the
firm (Day, 1994). Furthermore, by connecting the RBV with relationship
marketing theory, we propose the external effect of the marketing
accountability of the supplier on customers' perceptions in business
relationships.
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Fig. 1. Theoretical framework on the external effect of the supplier's marketing accountability.
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When it comes to measuring and operationalizing marketing ac-
countability, there are many different measures proposed and used,
both financial and non-financial, input and output oriented, and uni-
and multidimensional (Clark, 1999). However, most of them reflect or
form just one of the facets of marketing accountability, e.g., consumer
metrics and the marketing department's capabilities. This means that
the field is not at all comprehensive and that it is difficult to compare
the results from the studies (Ambler, Kokkinaki, & Puntoni, 2004).
Also, there is a strong need to relate marketing measures to marketing
activities (which is still not used) and to revenue (McGovern, Court,
Quelch, & Crawford, 2004). In this way, we argue that present measures
cannot offer the clear representation of what marketing accountability
is and as well they cannot help assess whether a firm's marketing is
accountable or not.

As marketing metrics and performance/productivity effects domi-
nate the search for marketing accountability, we argue that they clearly
represent a dimension of the marketing accountability concept. Taking
the accounting perspective, we may say that marketing metrics still can-
not find their way into the formal accounting books. That is, balance
sheets are set to register formal, monetary expressible assets, liabilities
and capital; income statements include turnover/sales, while the rest is
reserved for expenses. Even the term intangible asset differs in account-
ing and marketing perspectives. From the managerial point of view,
marketing metrics are to be included among internal measurements
through tools such as a balanced scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).
Among other perspectives, the balanced scorecard integrates customer
perspective and develops sets of procedures to do so. Clearly, marketing
metrics practically belong to managerial accounting and financial man-
agement (Ittner & Larcker, 2001). However, accounting and finances
cannot compute these metrics without guidance from marketing.
Bibliometric analysis reveals a broad research field that deals with mar-
keting metrics and performance and productivity measures (Ambler
et al., 2004; Moorman & Rust, 1999; O'Sullivan & Abela, 2007; Rust,
Ambler, Carpenter, Kumar, & Sirvastava, 2004; Sheth & Sisodia, 2002).
It is also important to note that the managerial accounting approach
to marketing metrics brings potential dangers to metrics' effectiveness;
the main dangers are in the unsystematic representation of the mea-
sures, inconsistent disclosures over time (Simpson, 2010) and the
need for coordination between marketing and accounting activities
(Sidhu & Roberts, 2008).

Perspectives on marketing metrics are completely in line with our
perspective of marketing accountability. Namely, it has already been
shown that the link between metrics and firm performance exists, and
this is the supplier side of our conceptual framework (internally). How-
ever, we argue that marketing metrics are not the only dimension of the
accountability construct. Accountability needs to reflect additional di-
mensions that were detected through the bibliometric literature review,
such as a general level of firm capabilities (e.g., capabilities of acquiring
and disseminating information and the learning and memory capabili-
ties of the firm) as well as the role of managers for marketing account-
ability, in terms of managerial competence. The role of the manager
(both in charge of marketing and CEO/director) is acknowledged as
important in the accountability analysis context (Homburg et al.,
1999) and should be integrated in marketing accountability.

Based on the above findings, we offer the improved understanding
of marketing accountability as the responsibility for the systematic man-
agement of marketing resources and processes by using the firm's capabil-
ities and the marketing manager's competencies in order to achieve a
measurable impact of marketing on the success of the firm, while maintain-
ing quality and increasing the value of the firm. As dimensions of market-
ing accountability are relatively unexplored (Baker & Holt, 2004;
Homburg et al.,, 1999), we need further evidence from field research
to elaborate and develop these dimensions.

Since the external effects of accountability are not to be captured
within the firm, concepts that are external to the firm and tied to its cus-
tomers need to be introduced. There is a gap in the literature regarding

the relationship between marketing accountability (and other firm ca-
pabilities) and customer perceived value (as well as the other unobserv-
able customer measures), and this represents a crucial link to explore
from the business marketing perspective. One perspective is presented
in the chain of marketing productivity (Rust et al., 2004) where it is stated
that the tactical actions of the firm influence customer impact, which in
turn influences financial impact. Tactical actions could be represented
by marketing accountability and external marketing activities offered
by the supplier's firm (such as customer relationship management
and efforts in relationship quality), and customer impact could be pre-
sented through customer perceptions which in turn influence financial
impact. If there is no marketing accountability, the marketing capabili-
ties within the firm are questionable because no link between activities
conducted by the firm and consumer impact is provided. The next sec-
tion gives an overview of customer value concept, its antecedents and
consequences, and their relationship to the marketing accountability
concept.

2.2. Customer-perceived value

Since the early 90s, understanding customer perceived value has
been one of the priorities of marketing research and practice (e.g., Mar-
keting Science research priorities from 1997 to 2000). However, there is
still no consensus between researchers when it comes to the meaning of
customer perceived value, its definition, domain and scope, antecedents
and consequences, or its respective dimensions. Here, we offer our con-
tribution to conceptualizing customer perceived value in the business
relationship setting, as well as the arguments for the proposed theoret-
ical framework. Customer perceptions of the supplier in business rela-
tionship are important as they help forming attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes of customers and with that they influence the supplier's per-
formance (e.g., increased customer loyalty and re-purchase intentions
reflected in the supplier's turnover). Proposed theoretical framework
is primarily focused on the effect of the supplier's marketing account-
ability on perception of supplier's marketing activities as value anteced-
ents and on customer perceived value.

Value research draws from many different theories: (social and
relational) exchange theory (Eggert & Ulaga, 2002; Ulaga & Eggert,
2001), means-end theory (Sanchez-Fernandez & Iniesta-Bonillo,
2007; Zeithaml, 1988), transactional theory (Lindgreen & Wynstra,
2005), the resource-based view (Gupta & Zeithaml, 2006; P. M.
Simpson, Siguaw, & Baker, 2001), relationship theory (Lapierre,
2000; Lindgreen & Wynstra, 2005; Ravald & Gronroos, 1996; Ulaga
& Chacour, 2001; Ulaga & Eggert, 2001), utility theory (Boksberger
& Melsen, 2011), cognitive theory (Sanchez-Fernandez & Iniesta-
Bonillo, 2007), equity theory (Boksberger & Melsen, 2011), and
signaling theory (Spence, 1973, 2002). As shown through the pre-
sentation of the theoretical framework, the resource-based view
and relationship theories explain how perceived value is related to
marketing accountability.

When interpreting the meaning of value, there is an important dis-
tinction between value and values (Holbrook, 1996; Lindgreen &
Wynstra, 2005; Ravald & Gronroos, 1996; Sanchez-Fernandez &
Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991). In marketing lit-
erature, the term values has been referred to as a set of standards, rules
and criteria (Holbrook, 1996; Sanchez-Fernandez & Iniesta-Bonillo,
2007). The concept of value is mostly used in business marketing re-
search and is usually referred to as: the value after the exchange process
or consumer surplus (Anderson, Jain, & Chintagunta, 1993), “usage
value”, economic value (Lindgreen & Wynstra, 2005) or the value of
the utility consumers receive (Graf & Maas, 2008; Kuo, Wu, & Deng,
2009; Sanchez-Fernandez & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). It has been deemed
the only “sustainable competitive advantage” (Ravald & Gronroos,
1996) and of specific importance relative to competition (Ulaga &
Eggert, 2001). In addition, value is of a subjective nature and is (as
with values) situation-specific (Graf & Maas, 2008). This kind of value
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is observed from two points (Lindgreen & Wynstra, 2005; Ravald &
Gronroos, 1996): as the value of goods and services (at the level of an
episode) and as the value of relationship (at the level of a relationship).
Value analysis is usually regarded as uni-dimensional.

When observing these two meanings of value, there is an impression
that values are “reserved” for the B2C domain, and that value is mostly
applied to B2B markets. However, we believe that the approach to cus-
tomer perceived value analysis should build on the multidimensional
facets of cognitive and affective values. Recent developments in emo-
tional value in B2B relationships (Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007; Prior,
2013) give arguments that values other than functional ones play an im-
portant role in business relationships. Additionally, when defining value
in business markets Anderson and Narus (1998) mention the social
benefits for the customer firm, which gives an additional attribute for
the usage of a multidimensional form when assessing value in business
marketing.

Therefore, we suggest that customer perceived value in business re-
lationships should be observed through the dimensions of functional
values (e.g., quality and price), social values and emotional values, and
hence building on foundations developed by Sheth et al. (1991) and
later refined by Sweeney and Soutar (2001), adjusted for business mar-
keting characteristics. This would be the necessary step in improving
value research in the B2B field, as the indices above show that it needs
improvement and development. Additionally, when trying to under-
stand the role of marketing accountability of the supplier, it would be
interesting to see how it impacts perceived value in a multilevel setting.

Similar to the problem with value meaning, the definitional land-
scape of customer perceived value is very broad. Some of the most
frequent definitions used in the literature—gathered after refining
more than 2730 results of a primary search for “customer perceived

Table 1
Overview of definitions of customer perceived value and related concepts.

value” and “definition” through Google Scholar and narrowing them
to 25 articles offering a definition or part of a definition and/or focusing
on the business relationship—are offered in Table 1.

For the purpose of customer perceived value analysis in the business
relationship context, we propose the following definition, relying on
Anderson et al. (1993) and Eggert and Ulaga (2002): Customer perceived
value in business markets is the perception of the functional, emotional and
social benefits and sacrifices related to the supplier's offering, usually
formed over a period of time, perceived by key decision-makers in the
customer's organization, taking into consideration their business relation-
ship and available alternative supplier offerings in a specific use situation.
This definition clearly captures the proposed multidimensionality of
perceived value in business relationships. Such multidimensional con-
cept will better capture the influence of value antecedents and be able
to show differences between the influences of certain antecedents on
certain value dimension. Furthermore, as perceived value understand-
ing would be improved, the external effect of marketing accountability,
through external actions of the supplier firm, could be captured in a
better way.

Lapierre (2000) defined value domain and scope. Value domain con-
sists of benefits and sacrifices, while value scope consists of products,
services and relationships. Based on domain and scope, he searched
for sources of value and defined the following possible drivers of
consumer value: alternative solutions, quality, customization, price,
responsiveness, flexibility, reliability, technical competencies, the
supplier's image, trust, the supplier's solidarity with customers, time, ef-
fort and energy, and conflict. Value drivers help in the formulation of
value antecedents and may help in the additional understanding of
marketing accountability's effect on perceived value. In line with these
drivers, the question of decision making in the customer firm arises

Author(s)
Citation rank?®

Concept(s)

Definition

Zeithaml (1988) Customer perceived value

7344

Monroe (1990) Customer perceived value
1902

Sheth et al. (1991) Functional value
1033

Social value
Emotional value

Epistemic value

Conditional value

Anderson et al. (1993)
349

Value in business markets

Woodruff (1995)
2691

Customer value

Ravald and Grénroos (1996) Customer perceived value

“... customer's overall assessment of the utility of a product based on
perceptions of what is received and what is given.” (p. 12)

“... tradeoff between the quality or benefits they perceive in the product
relative to the sacrifice they perceive by paying the price.” (p. 46)

“... the perceived utility acquired from an alternative's capacity for
functional, utilitarian, or physical performance.” (p. 160)

“... the perceived utility acquired from an alternative's association with one
or more specific social groups.” (p. 160)

“... the perceived utility acquired from an alternative's capacity to arouse
feelings or affective states.” (p. 161)

“... the epistemic value of an alternative is defined as the perceived utility
acquired from an alternative's capacity to arouse curiosity, provide novelty,
and/or satisfy a desire for knowledge.” (p. 162)

“... the perceived utility acquired by an alternative as the result of the
specific situation or set of circumstances facing the choice maker.” (p. 162)
“... the perceived worth in monetary units of the set of economic, technical,
service and social benefits received by a customer firm in exchange for the
price paid for a product offering, taking into consideration the available
alternative supplies' offerings and prices.” (p. 5)

“... a customer's perceived preference and evaluation of those product
attributes, attribute performance and consequences arising from use that
facilitate (or block) achieving the consumer's goals and purposes in use
situations” (p. 142)

“... the ratio of perceived benefits relative to perceived sacrifice.” (p. 20)

1406
Lapierre (2000) Customer perceived value “... the difference between the benefits and the sacrifices perceived by
438 customers in terms of their expectations (i.e., needs and wants).” (p. 123)
Eggert and Ulaga (2002) Customer perceived value in business markets “... the trade-off between the multiple benefits and sacrifices of a supplier's
551 offering, as perceived by key decision-makers in the customer's
organization, and taking into consideration the available alternative
suppliers' offerings in a specific use situation” (p. 110)
Liu (2006) Customer value for business service “... an organizational buyer's assessment of the economic, technical, and
68 relational benefits received, in exchange for the price paid for a supplier's
offer relative to competitive alternatives.” (p. 32)
Note:

2 Google Scholar citation rank of the document, as of May 27, 2013.
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(Anderson, Thomson, & Wynstra, 2000). A business customer's pur-
chase centers may be large and composed of persons with opposite per-
spectives. In this paper, we aim for the key decision-makers in the firm.
We postulate that through managing efforts that create perceived value
antecedents, a supplier’s firm is able to manage perceptions of different
persons representing the customer firm in the purchase center.

There have been many developments and research streams within
the customer perceived value domain. One of the most recent conceptu-
alizations, drawing from the service-dominant logic (Lusch & Vargo,
2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2007) is value co-creation (Payne,
Storbacka, & Frow, 2007). Value co-creation acknowledges consumer
influence in value co-creation, through its participation in the delivery
of the offer (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012; Enz & Lambert, 2012;
Lambert & Enz, 2012). This approach requires a dyadic perspective,
involving both a supplier and his value proposition, and the customer
and his perceptions. However, the focus of this work is solely on cus-
tomer perceptions of value and its antecedents and consequences,
which cannot encompass and measure value co-creation simultaneous-
ly. Customer perceived value was also analyzed in the context of differ-
ent value antecedents and consequences and within specific industries,
e.g.: banking, IT, professional services (Bhattacharya & Singh, 2008;
Roig, Garcia, Tena, & Monzonis, 2006; Tai, 2011), transport (Bohrs,
2004), and the automotive industry (Cornelsen, 2000).

Antecedents of value are not clearly defined in the literature; for ex-
ample, whether quality and price are antecedents or sub-components of
value is still a question for debate (Lin, Sher, & Shih, 2005). Intangible
antecedents are our particular interest in this work because they are
able to illustrate the marketing efforts of suppliers at the highest level.
The best parallel of these antecedents might be drawn with corporate
marketing mix elements. They often antecede customer perceived
value in business relationships (Balmer & Greyser, 2006; Cretu &
Brodie, 2007; Hansen & Sand, 2008), and we also account for the
relationship quality dimension. This means that concepts such as
customer-based corporate reputation, perceived credibility and trust,
as well as relationship quality encompassing information sharing and
corporate communications give higher persuading power to suppliers —
and they are all used in business clients' evaluations. As the main focus
of our work is a link between marketing accountability and customer
perceived value, elaboration of anteceding constructs in detail is not a
part of the argument. However, we underline that antecedents repre-
sent a manifestation of supplier marketing efforts, validated in business
customer perceptions.

Possible value consequences are usually related to attitudinal and
behavioral outcomes. They have been well established and researched
in the literature. We will outline several here: satisfaction (Eggert &
Ulaga, 2002), loyalty (Lam, Shankar, Erramilli, & Murthy, 2004), repur-
chase intention (Patterson & Spreng, 1997), the search for alternatives
(Hansen, Samuelsen, & Silseth, 2008), word of mouth (Molinari,
Abratt, & Dion, 2008) and more. As we proposed in our theoretical
framework, value outcomes are indirectly related to the business
performance of the firm.

Qualitative research is necessary for further development of our con-
ceptual framework of marketing accountability and customer perceived
value (Doz, 2011; Jarratt & Fayed, 2001; Marshall & Rossman, 2010)
because research on conceptualization of marketing accountability is
limited and because our paper argues for the external effect of market-
ing accountability with relation to perceptions of value.

3. Qualitative research on marketing accountability and customer
perceived value

3.1. Methodology
Additional research should gather insights on how key decision-

makers for marketing activities within the supplier firm view mar-
keting accountability and customer perceived value. We adopted

the exploratory approach, based on grounded theory (Belk, 2007;
Goulding, 2005; Hardy & Bryman, 2004; Workman, Homburg, &
Gruner, 1998), which then allows for further quantitative research
in this context.

Semi-structured in-depth interviews (Granot, Brashear, & Motta,
2012; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) were employed, where the outline of
questions was crafted in three main pillars: (1) questions exploring dif-
ferent facets of marketing accountability, (2) questions related to value
proposition and perceived value drivers (Ulaga, 2003), and (3) ques-
tions on different corporate marketing activities and their relation to
the two previous pillars. The qualitative survey did not include value
outcomes and business performance (see Fig. 1) because theoretical
links to these parts of our framework are already established and
there is an extensive body of literature explaining them. Selected con-
cepts and interview questions were not shown to the respondents,
and when it came to questions related to marketing accountability, a
laddering approach was used whenever possible (Reynolds & Gutman,
1988; Veludo-de-Oliveira, Ikeda, & Campomar, 2006). This means that
we started from more general questions which then led respondents
to founding paths and meanings; this process was not interrupted by
the researcher even when it deviated from its initial plan and structure.

The sampling procedure for this survey was purposive (Miles &
Huberman, 1994), and units were selected based on specific purposes
related to answering a research study's questions (Goulding, 2005;
Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Although our conceptual framework includes
both suppliers and clients in business relationships, we believe that
the main knowledge about marketing accountability and its external ef-
fects lies on the supplier side. This is why our key informants from firms
were asked to talk about their position as suppliers (of the different
range of offers) and not as clients (with other multiple entities). In a
quantitative study based on this framework, the effect can be shown
only by collecting information from both sides of the relationship and
by forming dyads (Anderson & Narus, 1990), where data on marketing
accountability would be provided by suppliers and perceptual, value-
related data would be provided by business clients.

Furthermore, we sought to explore our conceptual framework in
different settings and to compare findings. Therefore, we included
different established and growing industries from a small European
country. We purposively selected large corporations from these indus-
tries under the assumption that their level of marketing activities, as
well as organizational capabilities and competencies, are more devel-
oped than that of medium and small enterprises. This decision was
made in order to ensure that we gained more understanding and
further developed our conceptual framework. We conducted an exten-
sive search and compared secondary data findings on top firms in the
industry according to formal indicators (e.g., revenue and market
share). Interviews with 10 managers from large companies across six
different industries were conducted; each lasted from 90 to 120 min
(see Table 2). The interviews enabled us to detect repeated patterns
and to achieve the “theoretical saturation” for the concepts of interest
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).

Each interview was coded with an alphabet letter (shown in
Table 2), and all references to that interview in the latter text and
discussion were linked with the code letter. A description of firm
characteristics helps in understanding the setting in which the firm
exists, and they were self-reported by interviewed managers.

3.2. Insights from qualitative research

The literature review on customer perceived value and marketing
accountability provided a necessary but not sufficient background for
the proposed theoretical framework on the external effect of the
supplier's marketing accountability. The insights from qualitative re-
search contributed to a better understanding of the concepts and an ex-
tensive overview of the reported practice in business relationships. We
apply the constant comparison method when presenting our findings
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Table 2
Description of participants.

IND Com. Approx. turnover
code in millions (EUR)

Interview/managers Manager's
position

Company characteristics

Dairy products A 100 11
producer

Retail B 145 11

Automotive C 120 11

Pharmaceutical D 60 1/3

Banking E 50 2/2

Advertising F 5 2/2

Marketing and sales manager

Marketing manager

Corporate communications
manager

Corporate communications
manager, PR manager, and market depends upon the country legal framework, main
development manager

Marketing manager and PR

manager

Managing director and key
account manager

Part of the international group, centralized
operations, controlled and follows strategy and
tactics of the group, internal guidelines and
corporate culture, fast business with short product
lifetime, core product is not profitable, additional
products are profit drivers

Focus on tradition, constant care about assortment,
services and modern purchasing systems,
intensively develops processes and CRM
procedures (loyalty programs)

Group with the focus on automotive industry with
general approach on the group level and more
specific approach on the level of each
company-group member, main deficiency is that
reputation of the group depends on the reputation
of brands

Very specific and highly regulated industry,

clients are specific: public health insurance
institutes, hospitals, wholesalers or pharmacies,
individual doctors

Most reputable bank at the market that offers a
wide spectrum of financial services and
implements corporate marketing activities through
communication with different stakeholders;
measurements show they are one of the most
reputable companies in the industry

Offers a full spectrum of services, not a member of
any larger marketing group, long cooperation with
main clients (e.g., more than 10 years)

and deriving conclusions (Goulding, 2005; O'Reilly, Paper, & Marx,
2012).

Firstly, we compared the content of each interview and searched for
the most frequent terms appearing across cases. We set a threshold of
10 times and above for the overall count, and then grouped the resulting
terms, pairing them with the most dominant connecting term, which in
turn became the overall label for the group. The resulting cross-case
synthesis of the terms is presented in Table 3.

We then aligned the overall labels, as well as the terms most
frequently used in the interviews, with the concepts of interest in our
conceptual framework. Our primary focus is on the marketing ac-
countability concept, which can be related to the activities label.

Table 3
Cross-case comparison — most dominant terms in interviews.

Label: Activities (92) Label: Customers (159)

Delivery (25)

Label: Corporate marketing (64)
Benefits (10)

Accountability (21)

Accuracy (10) Direct (28) Brand (29)

Annual (13) Flexibility (11) Building (14)
Approach (13) Level (27) Communication (35)
Channels (12) Management (21) Creation (15)
Concrete (13) Offer (32) Culture (15)

Costs (19)
Effects (10)

Partners (17)
Personal (21)

Development (28)
Different (31)

Improvement (11)  Price (33) Employees (21)
Information (25) Process (17) Goals (14)
Industry (11) Quality (36) Identity (28)
Invest (16) Reliability (14) Image (13)
Knowledge (17) Responsibility (13) Interaction (12)
Manager (13) Satisfaction (14) Media (20)

Measure (25) Specific (14) Reputation (32)
Sales (16) Stakeholders (13) Relationship (38)
Support (24)
Value (30)

Note: Word count is presented in parentheses.

Most frequently terms were measure and information, followed by
accountability itself. Other frequent terms include costs as well as in-
vestment, indicating the presence of the known managerial account-
ing debate, partially regulated by standards but still left to the firm
for final decision — whether to treat certain payments as expenses
(which are then transferred to the income statement in total) or as
investment (which may be held as an intangible asset in the firm's
books and before their value is gradually transferred through depre-
ciation). Additionally, we see the importance of the terms knowledge
and sales, where knowledge implies firm capabilities and sales also
relates to measuring marketing success and metrics.

The most frequent label in interviews, customers, was aligned with
the customer perceived value concept. All terms are indeed linked to
the main value components. Quality and price again appear to be the
main attributes, and offer and value are clearly a part of the suppliers'
concern. Terms direct, delivery, level and support point out the impor-
tance of the process that suppliers perform. Other terms also show
elements and drivers of value for customers.

Finally, the label corporate marketing groups all marketing activities
that support the main offer of the firm (relationship, communication, rep-
utation, different, brand, identity and development). These terms indicate
many potential perceived value antecedents. A summary of the insights
related to all concepts, across cases, is presented in Table 4. Concepts are
supported by managers' statements from the interviews. The first gen-
eral conclusion from the interviews is that companies implement a
top-down approach when it comes to marketing accountability. In
most of the firms, all processes related to accountability are centralized
and aligned at the corporate level. The second important issue that we
reveal is that some treat marketing as an expense and some as an
investment:

“We take all of our marketing expenses seriously into account.” — Com-
pany C“I am always stuck with the question: What if we didn't invest in
these marketing activities? Would the situation on the market be the
same, worse or better?” — Company A



Table 4
Summary of case insights on concepts of interest — cross-case presentation.
Construct A B C D E F
Marketing Centralization; Yearly budget; Oriented toward business results;  Customer Satisfaction survey — Internal measurement system; Internal measurement system; Sometimes, measures may only
accountability Cutting of marketing if plans are Adjusting the offer in handled through external Doing regular surveys; Special offers; Retention; come through impression and

Customer value

Corporate
marketing

not reached; Marketing activities
are measured and recorded;
Customer categorization;
Turnover/Size; Investing in
relationship although it is hard and
extremely regulated; Own benefits,
no win-win, tension is sometimes
good for sales

Value drivers: (1) Price,

(2) quality, (3) direct contact,
(4) rebate/discount policies,
(5) innovation in products; Key
customers are identified and
followed

Reputation; More thought of as CSR
activities or branding activities;
Internal guidelines; Corporate
culture; Quality control

season/holiday/special events; All
departments have the same
responsibility; Approach to all
stakeholders; Customer value is
measured; Customer satisfaction
measurement; User database —
personalization; Call center

Value drivers: (1) assortment,
(2) comfort, (3) affordability,
(4) processes, (5) additional
abilities

Loyalty program; Discounts; Social
responsibility activities; Private
brand

marketing research agency on
regular basis; Direct interviews on
the level of each company; Book of
complaints; Database of all
customers; Could be regarded as
one-stop-shop; Interesting partner
for business customers — all
services and tools for doing
business; Regular customers
recognized (discounts and special
offers); Special team which gathers
data and creates a joint database;
Cross-selling teams; Focused on
both customer acquisition and
retention; Special deals

Value drivers: (1) 24/7 at disposal,
(2) speed, (3) responsiveness,

(4) expertise and knowledge,

(5) deliver on customers'
expectations, (6) employee
education, (7) packages; CRM
system and activities in place —
focus on building long-term
relationships

Culture, sport & education;
Deficiencies in
communication/advertising:
reputation of Group depends upon
the reputation of brands that group
sells; Slogan describing customer
and employee perspective

Focused on “opinion leaders”;
Following 8 different groups of
key stakeholders

Value drivers: (1) strong
quality control, (2) special
sales personnel, (3) flexibility;
Key business customers are
known in advance and taken
care of

Company reputation index;
CSR activities — ISO
guidelines; Environmentally
safe; Employees — education,
health and safety is important;
Yearly survey on employee
satisfaction and working
environment

Proactive and reactive retention;
Building loyal relationships;
Measuring client satisfaction;
Satisfying individual business
needs (geographically dispersed
assistance etc.); Departments
devoted to business clients and
relationship management;
Different ways of sharing
information — however personal
contact is the most important

Value drivers: (1) Reliability and
trustworthiness, (2) speed,

(3) personal interaction,

(4) competence of staff; Market is
segmented and special efforts are
placed to build position on
different segments; CRM system
in place

Communication with different
stakeholders; New
communication channels; Most
prominent/reputable company in
industry; One of the most
reputable companies; Strongest
awareness of the market; CSR
activities

perception; Clients measure the
success of a campaign —
however, they never report it to
an agency; If partnership is good,
marketing effects could be
measurable

Value drivers: (1) trust, (2) rapid
answers, (3) personal and close
relationship — client is “the only”
and “the most important”;
Everything depends on the
manager in the firm;

They don't have any codes and/or
identity rules, however, they have
surveys and regular interviews
with their employees; Long-term
employees retention — 8.5 years
average
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Table 5
Meta-matrix: concept = “marketing accountability”.

Description

Comments

Dimension: Marketing metrics

“We calculate and measure all of our marketing activities' effects (but unfortunately I cannot reveal
how).” — Company A

“We have key account managers for 8 to 10 key buyers ... in charge of these big/important buyers ... we
do the analysis for them on a daily basis as these are the customers who cause the highest expenses but
then again bring the highest return for us.” — Company A

“... the purpose of all of the research that we conduct is to get an insight into what the company has
done and what can we fix ... we measure customer satisfaction, use contact info from our database and
24/7 call center, which may provide all of the information in every instance and in that way can be
flexible and fast in solving potential problems.” — Company B

“We take all of our marketing expenses into serious account ... we use the services of external agencies
to regularly conduct and analyze customer metrics ... we know that our customers are satisfied and we
also organize surveys and interviews directly when our personnel meets customers. We intensively use
the database of our customers ....” — Company C

“... track different indicators, from accounting and finance as well as from the market ... use yearly and
monthly surveys and compare results ... we know what our image is and what the values are of our
product brands.” — Company D

“Client profitability is analyzed continuously, with an aim to segment the market and define and

develop a strategy of client access ....” — Company E
“We utilize different measures to follow up on the success of our activities; however, cooperation with
clients and their feedback and information share is of crucial importance to us ....” — Company F

Dimension: Firm capabilities

“All of our activities and realized projects are entirely oriented toward business results. Our

responsibility is to define and adjust the offer ... in line with the needs of customers. This is how we
ensure benefits for our customers who will recognize them and always return to us ... this means that if
we don't have loyal customers, we don't have business results.” — Company B

“We use what we've learned from previous encounters to improve our performance ... we invest in the
expertise and knowledge of our personnel.” — Company C

“... well-educated people — competent for communication, have the right information, know the
needs, and have the function of sharing knowledge and education ... a highly developed HR system and
... a yearly survey examining the satisfaction of employees with the working environment.” —

Company D

“We have separate departments devoted to the different client segments (a unit for managing client
relationships through client analysis and the creation of personalized offers, a unit for resolving client
complaints through the timely creation of solutions, quality management, a call center that is available
24/7 and offers quality support, etc.)” — Company E

Dimension: Manager's competence

“Our marketing activities are centralized on the group level ... marketing is budgeted with a fixed

amount and fixed spending plans ... when we see the results and when we see that it is going badly, in
most cases the planned expenditures which are first cut are marketing — they are intangible and as
such there are no immediate results from them.” — Company A

“We implement all of the above-mentioned activities in line with our internal guidelines, our goals and
in the end in line with our strategy .... I am personally in charge for communicating the marketing's
department needs to the board.” — Company C

“The marketing department is directly involved in creating and following up on the marketing budget;
however, we cooperate with other business functions and negotiate ... financial skills are important for
us when we engage personnel in the marketing department ... if we analyze the backgrounds of
managers and their skills, marketing managers are obliged to have financial skills and negotiation
abilities, and it is also crucial that the general manager understand the marketing function, and to
observe it as an investment, not as a cost.” — Company E

Even managers in charge of marketing show a lack of belief in
marketing activities (such as the manager from Company A). How-
ever, several of the interviewed managers treat marketing as
expenditure, where annual marketing budgets are determined
and, if necessary, cut later on. To prevent these cuts is the main
driver for managers in demonstrating the effectiveness of market-
ing activities. Interestingly, profiles of chief executives, as well as
competencies of other engaged professionals, frequently came up
in the discussion, especially with managers from Company F. It
was stated that the marketing background of the chief executive
is not important; rather, it is the understanding of marketing as
an investment and not as a cost that is important. However, the
marketing manager or person(s) in charge of marketing in the
firm needs to create such recognition in the chief executive's
mind. This is not possible if the chief executive manager has no
knowledge of the topic. For example, the manager of Company B
at first interpreted marketing accountability as a corporate social
responsibility. However, after a clarification of terminology, an
understanding was reached regarding the meaning of marketing
accountability. Hence, we conclude that competencies of the
person in charge of marketing are important for overall marketing

accountability. The insights above lead us to the first proposition
related to marketing accountability:

P1 The competencies of the manager in charge of marketing are of cru-
cial importance for marketing accountability, and they represent
one of the dimensions of the marketing accountability concept.

The most frequent notion that came up in talks about different facets
of accountability was metrics and usage of different measures for ac-
countability. Some managers equalize accountability with measures.
The most frequently used measures are satisfaction surveys, personali-
zation of user databases, direct interviews conducted by sales personnel
on awareness, perception and related brand measures. High importance
is placed on customer relationship management (CRM) and usage of da-
tabases in the current setting:

“We started to work intensively on CRM activities — we have a special
team which gathers data and creates a joint database. We also have a
cross-selling team, which will be in direct contact with customers trying
to find out what they need ....” — Company C“... we have a process of
proactive and reactive retention. Proactive retention is done through
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CRM activities (in line with the client life cycle, we offer different prod-
ucts and services the client may use, in line with his industry, needs and
performances). Reactive retention is done by sales personnel and repre-
sents an attempt to prevent the end of the relationship between us and
client.” — Company E

When it comes to marketing metrics and accountability, we propose
the following:

P2 Marketing metrics are important, but they are not the only dimen-
sion of marketing accountability.

The final conclusion based on interview data is related to the firm in
general and marketing accountability. Several respondents link im-
provements within the company and activities related to employees
with the ability to demonstrate marketing accountability:

“... also organize internal competition, not only for us but also for all of-

ficial competition teams — this is how we raise their level of knowledge
related to our offer ....” — Company C“... they are well educated
people — competent for communication, have the right information,
know the needs, and they also insist on sharing the knowledge through
organizing different trainings, workshops etc.” — Company D

Here we relate these notions to the well-known concept of firm
capabilities and propose the following:

P3 Firm capabilities represent one dimension of the marketing account-
ability concept.

In order to determine whether there is an external link between
marketing accountability and customer-perceived value, interviewers
were also asked more about customer value and its drivers in business
relationships from the suppliers’ perspective. Interviews revealed that
attributes associated with value drivers are different and that
their significance differs from industry to industry. A pattern is dis-
cernible: when it comes to industries where products dominate,
product-related drivers come first, followed by prices and knowl-
edge of distribution and delivery (direct, fast and flexible were
the attributes that came up most in the analysis). When it comes
to service-dominated industries, the attributes related to the ser-
vice process, employees and the firm's overall credibility and integ-
rity came to the fore. Speed of delivery was selected as most
important, followed by reliability and trustworthiness, compe-
tence, and flexibility. We may conclude that these attributes
could comprise the necessary factors behind value in business
services.

When it comes to linking customer notions and accountability, the
following statements show managers' understanding in the field:

“We identify key business customers, prepare daily reports on their ac-
tivities and offer them special benefits.” — Company A“If we don't have
loyal customers, we don't have business results.” — Company B“We
know exactly how we want to build our reputation: as ambitious and
leading (for our customers), as a driving force (through many new
workplaces) and as responsible (through support to culture, education
and sports).” — Company C“This company's marketing activities are
focused on ‘opinion leaders’ and stakeholders.” — Company D“... one
research showed that the most important characteristics clients value
are speed, personal interaction and the competence of staff — all of that
in the context of product quality, hence we invest most in these areas so
we could be the best support to their way of doing business.” — Compa-
ny E“We are now in a situation where we have almost the same prices
as competitors on the business market, so then the quality comes
forward as an attribute, as well as trustworthiness, reliability and
reputation.” — Company F

Here we can see that the main business clients are identified and
that companies take special care in their handling of them. They also
put great effort into developing relationships and trust with their cli-
ents. Additionally, they want to learn what is perceived as most valuable
by the customer, and they insist on that offer. Value outcomes are also
acknowledged (e.g., loyalty). Hence, we form our final proposition as
follows:

P4 Marketing accountability is related to customer perceived value
through its external effects, captured through the link between in-
tangible value antecedents (based on corporate marketing activi-
ties) and value.

We can conclude that there is much more to marketing accountabil-
ity apart from metrics, although metrics are crucial. Implemented in the
right way and then used for the right purposes, they can be the most im-
portant marketing tool. On the other hand, if marketing metrics are just
a “dead letter on paper,” they should not be measured at all. We argue
that metrics can only be put to use and utilized through processes that
should be established by the firm and the people engaged in those pro-
cesses. Therefore, in addition to marketing metrics, firm capabilities to
implement these metrics play an important role in marketing account-
ability actions (see also Verhoef & Leeflang, 2009). Here, we assume
knowledge and information sharing, marketing mix capabilities, and
other important firm capabilities. Through the interviews, as well as
from the literature, the role of the manager in charge of marketing is
stressed. The findings suggest that competencies of the marketing man-
ager are important when talking about accountability.

Cross-case analysis for the marketing accountability concept is pre-
sented in Table 5. This is an integrated analysis of information provided
by the interviewed managers to create a general picture of the concept
(Lee & Cadogan, 2009). The development of the meta-matrix in the
table allowed us to simultaneously analyze the managers' opinions
regarding accountability and its different dimensions.

Based on the insights from qualitative research and previous re-
search, we propose the conceptualization of marketing accountability
as a multidimensional construct with the following dimensions: 1) mar-
keting metrics, 2) firm capabilities and 3) the competencies of the mar-
keting manager. This is in line with the framework for distinctive
capabilities offered by Day (1994, p. 40). Marketing metrics are needed
in order to analyze the scale, scope and efficiency of business assets; the
capabilities of the firm are equal to the capabilities of the business, and
the marketing manager's competencies are placed as core competencies
and as a third element of Day's (1994) framework.

The interviews also showed that our premise on the external effect
of marketing accountability is justified. Through the “closed” circle, as
it was termed by the manager from Company E, marketing account-
ability has an impact on marketing activities within the firm, which
then impact customer value perceptions externally. However, the
range of insights we have gained is very broad due to the purposive-
ly high differences between the industries in the sample. All respon-
dents outlined that their relationships are industry-specific, and
each type of business relationship seems to demand a specific ap-
proach. This is why, in the empirical sense, specific industry should
be observed and relationship-wise generalization could be done up
to the level of the industry or business activity (e.g., services).

4. Conclusions and implications

The main motives of our study were to learn more about marketing
accountability to help in its conceptualization and future measurement;
and to understand the potential external effect of the supplier's ac-
countability on customer perceived value. From a theoretical per-
spective, the main contribution of this paper is in its development
of the framework on the external effect of the supplier's marketing
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accountability. The proposed framework is supported through both
literature reviews and qualitative research. There is a common
ground between customer perceived value and marketing account-
ability. Both fields may have a foothold in the classical resource-
based view (Wernerfelt, 1984). The role of the business relationship
is strongly emphasized, and hence we can say that the fields are con-
nected through the general theory of business marketing (Hunt,
2013). This provides a theoretical framework with a basis in both
the resource-based view and relationship theory.

Our summary is based on a bibliographic co-citation analysis of mar-
keting accountability, a literature review of customer perceived value
and a qualitative survey. Through the qualitative survey, we identified
the dimensions of marketing accountability and gathered evidence of
its internal and external effects. We underline that marketing account-
ability should be positioned as a distinctive capability that is built
reflecting the three dimensions simultaneously: marketing metrics,
firm capabilities and the marketing manager's competence. In this
way, firms can establish their level of accountability and then relate it
to other internal factors, to follow the causes and effects. Moreover, an
external effect of marketing accountability can be captured.

In the theoretical framework on the external effect of the supplier's
marketing accountability, we point to the external effect of marketing
accountability on customer perceived value, its antecedents and
indirectly on value outcomes. If we include the defined account-
ability dimensions, the overall efficiency of marketing could be
managed and the effects seen in external marketing activities and
the client's reactions to these activities. In order to understand
this proposal, one may not analyze just one side of the business
relationship (neither the accountability of the supplier itself, nor
the reactions/perceptions of the clients). It is necessary to connect
internal data with the external findings. This is why the main unit
of the analysis should be the business relationship between suppli-
er and buyer firms. Taking a closer look at the marketing account-
ability of the supplier without analysis of the client's perceptions
and behavior is not sufficient for the analysis of the external effects
of accountability. Only through a dyadic approach (Anderson &
Narus, 1990) to this topic focusing on the focal relationship
between the two firms in a business setting (in our text supplier
and customer) and taking into account the context and environ-
ment of this relationship (Anderson, Hdkansson, & Johanson,
1994) can we capture the external effect of marketing accountabil-
ity proposed here.

The qualitative research conducted in this study helped us under-
stand the concept of marketing accountability and its potential dimen-
sions, as well as gain more knowledge about customer perceived
value, value drivers and the inter-relation of these constructs. Insights
from this research are in line with the framework and create a starting
point for the operationalization of concepts and future quantitative
analyses.

Additionally, we see that a stronger emphasis should be put on
marketing accountability in practice. It is evident that managers
still need clarifications and assistance in comprehending their con-
crete contribution. It is more difficult to argue for accountability
because it is regarded as an additional effort in accomplishing an
internal task for business activity. However, with the insight that
accountability may actually improve the effects of marketing activ-
ities on business customers' perceptions, new light is shed on the
importance of marketing accountability. Three dimensions bring
three important implications for practice: firstly, marketing met-
rics are important, but not the only dimension of accountability;
secondly, firm capabilities, especially ones based on knowledge
and information, are important for accountability; finally, the
marketing manager's competence cannot be stressed enough,
primarily the knowledge needed to use the metrics provided as
an argument and source of empowerment for marketing's place
within the firm.

5. Limitations and further research

Further research efforts are needed in connecting customer
value and marketing accountability. Based on these research find-
ings, guidelines for further research may be set as follows: 1) cus-
tomer perceived value and marketing accountability should be
studied through dyads to capture the external effect of marketing
accountability; 2) a prototype of the business relationship should
be set, as it is impossible to appropriately cover all possible
business relationships and industries due to their specificities;
3) improvements in defining and operationalizing the marketing
accountability construct should be made in line with the proposed
dimensions of marketing metrics, the capabilities of the firm and
the competence of the marketing manager. The specifics of value
co-creation as well as longitudinal analysis of value and account-
ability are possible further lines of study in the context of business
relationships.

Appendix A. Bibliometric co-citation analysis of the marketing
accountability field

A Web of Science search for the term “marketing accountability”
and the following related terms based on insights from qualitative
research: “marketing metric*” or “marketing performance” or
“marketing productivity” or “marketing capability*” for the period
1970-present was conducted (Science Citation Index Expanded
(SCI-EXPANDED), 1970-present; Social Sciences Citation Index
(SSCI), 1970-present; Arts & Humanities Citation Index (A & HCI),
1975-present).

This search generated 288 results as of February 2013. Table A.1
provides information on the authors of the 288 selected papers.

Table A.1

Records of Web of Science marketing accountability search by author field.
Field: Authors Record count % of 288
Morgan, N.A. 10 347
Vorhies, D.W. 9 3.12
Kumar, V. 6 2.08
O'Cass, A. 6 2.08
Garcia-Villaverde, P.M. 5 1.74
Ruiz-Ortega, M.J. 5 1.74
Song, M. 5 1.74
Di Benedetto, C.A. 4 1.39
Katsikeas, C.S. 4 1.39
O'Sullivan, D. 4 1.39

Notes: Top 10 results (min. records: 2), sorted by record count.

For journals that publish research on marketing accountability we
extracted the ranking of records by source title from the Web of Science.
The results are presented in Table A.2.

Table A2

Records of Web of Science marketing accountability search by source titles field.
Field: Source titles Record count % of 288
Industrial Marketing Management 27 9.37
Journal of Marketing 22 7.64
Journal of Business Research 18 6.25
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 16 5.56
Journal of International Marketing 13 4.51
European Journal of Marketing 7 243

Journal of Business Industrial Marketing 7 243
Marketing Science 7 243
Strategic Management Journal 7 243
International Journal of Research in Marketing 5 1.74

Notes: Top 10 results (min. records: 2), sorted by record count.
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The presentation of the distribution of published papers over the TableA3 . B
years, as well as the longitudinal distribution of citations is presented ~ Top co-citations in the marketing accountability field.

in Fig. A.1 and in Fig. A.2, respectively. Number of co-citations Citation 1 Citation 2
The first papers that began shapmg'the field appeared by the 1970s. YT T Bamey (1991) Day (1694)
However, the real growth in research interests occurred from the year 4 Day (1994) Teece et al. (1997)
2002 on, reaching a high point in 2012, with 45 published papers during 40 J. Barney (1991) Wernerfelt (1984)
the year, representing 15.6% of the total output in that one year out of 40 Day (1994) Jaworski & Kohli (1993)

the total 40 year span. As with the growth of interest in publications,
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Fig. A.1. Number of published papers on marketing accountability in each year.
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Fig. A.2. Number of citations of selected marketing accountability papers in each year.
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Fig. A.3. Marketing accountability co-citation network.

the number of citations for selected papers grew over the past 13 years.
Interestingly, the number of citations in the first two months of 2013 is
higher than the overall number of citations of any year prior to 2000.

In order to explore the marketing accountability field in more detail,
we used co-citation bibliometric analysis with Bibexcel software for ci-
tation analysis (Persson, Danell, & Schneide, 2009) and Pajek software
for network analysis (De Nooy, Mrvar, & Batagelj, 2005).

The first important result from the bibliometric analysis was the
extraction of top cited references in the field. The results show that
89 out of 288 papers cited Day (1994). The second best result was a
paper by Barney (1991), from the Journal of Management, with a
perspective on firm resources and competitive advantage. This
paper was cited by 67 papers in our sample. It is followed by a
paper presenting a dynamic capabilities framework (Teece, Pisano,
& Shuen, 1997), cited by 58 papers from the sample There are six
more papers that have more than 40 citations within the sample
(Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998; Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Kohli &
Jaworski, 1990; Narver & Slater, 1990; Vorhies & Morgan, 2005;
Wernerfelt, 1984).

The top references cited 20 or more times were used for co-citation
analysis in Pajek. The top co-citations are presented in Table A.3.

Co-citation analysis enabled us to create a network of all related cita-
tions in the field, which is presented in Fig. A.3. Each node in Fig. A.3 rep-
resents one author, with additional information about the cited paper.
The size of the node represents the number of citations; i.e., the larger
the node, the more popular the article. The thickness of the line between
the two nodes represents the strength of the co-citation.
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