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ABSTRACT
With over $11 trillion in annual public procurement spending, business-to-government (B2G) 
remains a vast yet underexplored domain in sales and pricing strategy research. Institutional norms 
and regulatory frameworks challenge conventional business logic, raising questions about how 
managers should adapt sales and pricing strategies to the formalized public market. Based on 
expert interviews and a large-scale, cross-industry study, we investigate the antecedents and 
performance consequences of firms’ sales and pricing strategies in B2G contexts. We identify two 
distinct selling approaches: (1) proactive firms engaging before request for proposal (RFP) release, 
and (2) reactive firms excelling after RFP release, with mid-level proactiveness harming performance. 
Product complexity further amplifies these performance effects. For pricing, we demonstrate 
performance benefits of value-based pricing. These sales and pricing approaches are shaped by 
firms’ orientations, which provide the foundation for the capabilities required to execute them. Our 
findings challenge the assumption that B2G exchanges are purely transactional and price-driven 
and offer guidance for managers and policymakers to create value in public markets.

Business-to-government (B2G) sales constitute a major eco-
nomic domain, with global public procurement totaling over 
$11 trillion annually—about 13% of the global gross domes-
tic product (World Economic Forum 2022). Despite this 
magnitude, B2G remains underexplored in sales and pricing 
strategy research (Lilien 2016). While differentiated strate-
gies in business-to-business (B2B) markets have received 
substantial academic attention, research to date has largely 
overlooked sales and pricing strategies in B2G markets, lead-
ing researchers to call for more academic attention to B2G 
sales (Lilien 2016; Reid and Plank 2000).

Understanding how firms can successfully engage in 
B2G exchanges is critical, given the institutional complex-
ity and regulatory constraints that distinguish these mar-
kets from commercial settings (see Table A1 in Web 
Appendix A for an overview). Three structural dimensions 
of public procurement shape the context for sales and 
pricing: orientation, procedure, and framework. In terms 
of orientation, government buyers act in the interest of 
public stakeholders rather than private shareholders. This 
public mandate emphasizes accountability, transparency, 
and cost-effectiveness, which affect procurement decisions 
and risk preferences (Josephson et  al. 2019; Wang and 
Bunn 2004). Regarding procedure, B2G procurement is 
marked by a high degree of formalization and standardiza-
tion, most notably through the use of publicly issued 

requests for proposals (RFPs) that outline purchase speci-
fications and award criteria (Chase and Murtha 2019; 
Mateus, Ferreira, and Carreira 2010). Finally, the frame-
work of public procurement is governed by extensive legal 
constraints (Lian and Laing 2004; Patrucco, Luzzini, and 
Ronchi 2017).

Given these B2G specificities, the public market appears 
complicated and difficult to access. Specifically, for firms 
aiming to sell to government customers, the market condi-
tions often encompass high costs (Josephson et  al. 2019), 
leading many companies to opt against competing for gov-
ernment contracts. Indeed, offers for public contracts have 
declined by approximately 54% in recent years, with more 
than 20% of contracts attracting only one bidder (Eßig, von 
Deimling, and Glas 2021). This pattern indicates that firms 
increasingly perceive an imbalance between the resource 
demands and expected benefits of B2G participation, which 
undermines the attractiveness of public sector sales opportu-
nities. Among those firms that opt to sell in B2G markets, 
many struggle with strategic alignment and execution stem-
ming from a lack of experience with public procurement 
and an inadequate understanding of public sector dynamics 
(Josephson et  al. 2019). Thus, stakeholders encounter the 
challenges of assessing which sales and pricing strategies will 
be successful to effectively leverage B2G markets and which 
resources and capabilities they require to successfully execute 
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these strategies. Against this background, our study addresses 
two central research questions (RQs):

RQ1. Which sales and pricing strategies drive performance in 
B2G markets?

RQ2. Which resources and capabilities enable sales and pricing 
strategies in B2G markets?

To inform our conceptual model and answer our RQs, we 
draw on 13 in-depth interviews with B2G sales managers 
and a large-scale quantitative survey comprising responses 
from 297 European B2G sales managers across diverse 
industries and hierarchical levels. Responding to calls for 
more research on B2G markets (Grewal and Lilien 2012), we 
provide a quantitative assessment of successful sales and 
pricing strategies and the resources and capabilities required 
to support them.

With this, we close four critical research gaps. First, while 
B2G exchanges share some similarities with B2B exchanges, 
they diverge substantially in orientation, procedure, and 
framework (see Table A1 in Web Appendix A). These con-
ditions challenge key assumptions in traditional B2B strategy 
research and raise fundamental questions about how firms 
should design and execute their sales and pricing strategies 
in public procurement environments. While the existing lit-
erature on RFPs is scarce even in B2B markets (e.g. Johnson, 
Friend, and Malshe 2016), it has yet to empirically examine 
how firms can adapt their strategies to the unique con-
straints of B2G settings (see Table A2 in Web Appendix A).

Second, prior studies have largely adopted firm-level per-
spectives, such as the composition of government customer 
portfolios (Josephson et  al. 2019) or the extent of corporate 
social responsibility (Flammer 2018), overlooking behavioral 
aspects of B2G selling and pricing during the RFP cycle. 
Among the few that address sales processes, Chase and 
Murtha (2019) provide a conceptual foundation that accounts 
for the importance of engagement strategies prior to RFP 
publication, but do not quantitatively test its effectiveness or 
potential downsides. Likewise, pricing research in B2G mar-
kets has been limited, often relying on decision-theoretic 
models (e.g. Sugrue 1982) and offering little insight into 
applied pricing approaches such as value-based pricing. This 
omission is problematic because firm-level perspectives pro-
vide a limited understanding of how strategies translate into 
concrete sales and pricing behaviors of salespeople that 
shape RFP outcomes.

Third, the organizational antecedents of sales and pricing 
behavior in B2G contexts remain underexplored. Specifically, 
prior research lacks a systematic assessment of the resources 
and capabilities required to drive specific sales team behav-
iors, leaving stakeholders aiming to target B2G markets 
unsure how to steer their sales force toward successful sales 
and pricing strategies.

Fourth, research has almost exclusively investigated U.S.-
based government contracting (Chase and Murtha 2019; 
Josephson et  al. 2019; Yan, Lee, and Josephson 2024), with 
limited attention to European procurement. This lack of 
international evidence restricts the understanding of how 
B2G sales and pricing strategies function across distinct 
institutional environments.

By addressing these research gaps, we offer two novel 
insights. First, our study underscores the importance of 
adopting a focused sales and pricing strategy for success in 
B2G markets. Sales organizations must adopt a clear RFP 
approach, either by proactively engaging with governmental 
customers before RFP release or by excelling in reactive 
approaches that efficiently align with the communicated 
requirements after RFP release. On the one hand, proactive 
approaches leverage the identification of early buying signals 
and building relationships with public buyers, even in the 
highly formalized B2G setting. Reactive approaches, on the 
other hand, involve responding efficiently to public procure-
ment requirements issued in RFPs. Importantly, our findings 
caution against a “stuck in the middle” approach, where a 
lack of strategic clarity reduces performance. Notably, the 
performance impact of a firm’s RFP approach is amplified 
for complex products. This finding extends prior work 
(Chase and Murtha 2019) by demonstrating that pre-RFP 
engagement does not always produce linear benefits.

In terms of pricing, our findings reveal a positive impact 
of value-based pricing on B2G sales performance. Contrary 
to the conventional wisdom of sales managers (see our 
expert interviews) and prior literature (Josephson et al. 2019) 
suggesting that public procurement is mainly cost-driven, 
our findings demonstrate that performance in B2G markets 
extends beyond merely offering the lowest price. That is, 
public buyers reward superior value when properly posi-
tioned in a value-based pricing strategy.

Second, we advance B2G and sales research by identify-
ing key resources and capabilities that enable the effective 
execution of sales and pricing strategies in public procure-
ment contexts. Specifically, we uncover two dimensions: (1) 
organizational orientations (e.g. degree of government spe-
cialization) and (2) sales team capabilities (e.g. relational and 
analytical capabilities). Drawing on the Resource-Based View 
(RBV), we show that these orientations and capabilities 
shape how sales teams detect, interpret, and respond to pub-
lic buying signals embedded in RFPs and procurement pro-
cedures. This theoretical integration extends prior work by 
disentangling the strategic use of sales and pricing strategies 
and the internal structures required to act upon them 
effectively.

Prestudy: Sales and pricing in unique B2G markets

Given the sparse literature on strategic approaches of com-
panies competing for government contracts (Flammer 2018), 
we conducted a qualitative prestudy to develop conceptual 
insights that guide subsequent quantitative empirical efforts 
(Homburg and Wielgos 2022; Schmitz, Lee, and Lilien 2014). 
Our practitioner-oriented, exploratory approach focused on 
informing the development of our conceptual framework. In 
line with prior work integrating qualitative interview data 
with existing literature (Kramer, Krafft, and Storbacka 2024), 
we blended insights from in-depth interviews with estab-
lished concepts in both the B2G and broader B2B sales lit-
erature. This ensures that our findings are grounded in the 
extant sales literature while allowing for the identification of 
unique aspects specific to B2G markets that have not been 
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addressed in prior studies. Our prestudy therefore aimed to 
develop a nuanced understanding of the drivers, characteris-
tics, and outcomes of the sales and pricing strategies used in 
the B2G market, which are so far little understood 
(Flammer 2018).

Data collection and analysis approach

To shed light on companies’ sales and pricing strategies in 
B2G markets, we conducted 13 in-depth interviews with 
practitioner experts. We interviewed B2G managers from 
different industries, hierarchical levels, and functions with 
different firm and public sales department sizes (see Table 
B1 in Web Appendix B for details on the sample composi-
tion). To ensure key informant accuracy and a broad under-
standing of B2G sales, we restricted our sample to key B2G 
decision makers.

Consistent with the purpose of informing our conceptual 
framework, we aimed for theme saturation, that is, the point 
at which additional interviews no longer yielded new cate-
gories relevant for shaping the model. Throughout the data 
collection process, we continuously compared new insights 
to previously identified themes. After ten interviews, the 
core categories informing our model recurred without the 
emergence of new categories. The remaining interviews fur-
ther confirmed these themes. This pattern indicates theme 
saturation for developing the conceptual model, which we 
subsequently tested with quantitative data in our main study.

The interviews were semistructured and focused on three 
core themes related to our RQs. More specifically, we 
addressed the characteristics of (1) government markets, (2) 
B2G sales and pricing strategies, and (3) drivers of B2G 
strategies (i.e. organizational structures). Table B2 in Web 
Appendix B details the interview guide for the expert inter-
views. To ensure trustworthiness, we triangulated our inter-
view data with practitioner reports, procurement databases, 
and insights from three expert workshops.

Results

Our interviews confirm that government markets exhibit dis-
tinct characteristics compared to commercial B2B settings—
such as formalized processes, high transparency, and strict 
regulations—which fundamentally shape how firms must 
approach B2G sales and pricing (see Table A1 in Web 
Appendix A). Importantly, according to interviewees, these 
structural differences influence both when firms engage with 
public customers (sales approach) and how they set their 
proposal prices (pricing approach).

Sales approach: When to engage with public customers
Interviewees described two distinct sales approaches to pur-
sue public sales opportunities. One approach highlighted by 
several experts involves addressing customer needs after they 
are formally published in RFPs (“post-RFP phase”). According 
to interviewees, sales departments using this approach closely 
monitor public procurement portals to identify RFPs with a 

high likelihood of success. As such, this strategy aligns with 
prior research emphasizing the importance of RFPs (Johnson, 
Friend, and Malshe 2016) and focuses on efficiency and pro-
cedural alignment (i.e. answering to an RFP once it is for-
mally issued).

The second approach focuses on proactively identifying 
opportunities before an RFP is released (“pre-RFP phase”). 
This involves understanding customer needs ahead of formal 
requests by actively gathering information on public custom-
ers, such as early signals of buyer requirements and budget 
allocations. Proactively monitoring these signals can help 
salespeople to anticipate upcoming RFPs early in the sales 
cycle. This strategy aligns with the concept of RFP shaping 
(Chase and Murtha 2019), whereby suppliers influence spec-
ifications to match their strengths. For example, one inter-
viewee detailed how a salesperson gained a competitive 
advantage by identifying a customer’s needs prior to RFP 
release. By providing the customer with tailored, 
supplier-specific product information during this early stage, 
the supplier increased the chances that the RFP specifica-
tions closely matched its offerings and ultimately, the chances 
of securing the contract. Further emphasizing the impor-
tance of RFP timing, several respondents indicated prior 
knowledge of an upcoming RFP as a key determinant for 
their proposal submission. In contrast, receiving RFPs with-
out early notice was perceived as reducing the win probabil-
ity, prompting firms to opt out entirely.

Overall, the interviews reveal a divide in how firms 
approach B2G sales. While several interviewees highlight the 
suitability and efficiency of a post-RFP approach within 
highly formalized public markets, others highlight the greater 
strategic value of proactive pre-RFP engagement in increas-
ing the chances of winning government contracts (see Table 
B3 in Web Appendix B for illustrative interview quotes).

Pricing approach: How to set proposal prices
Regarding how to set the proposal price, our interviews 
revealed two distinct pricing approaches adopted by firms. 
The first is a cost-based approach, where success hinges on 
offering the lowest price in accordance with formal RFP cri-
teria. This approach is particularly prevalent in the context 
of public procurement, where several procurement charac-
teristics—such as the societal accountability of public spend-
ing, highly formalized processes, and complex regulations 
(Table A1 in Web Appendix A)—make pricing a key com-
petitive lever. Closely aligned with transactional selling prac-
tices (Marcos Cuevas 2018), this approach focuses on 
efficiently fulfilling clearly defined customer requirements. 
Here, cost minimization is central, and competitive advan-
tage is sought through price leadership.

The second is a value-based pricing approach, which 
starts with an in-depth understanding of customer-specific 
needs and attempts to quantify the perceived value of a 
solution (Ingenbleek et  al. 2003). Rather than relying exclu-
sively on costs, this approach translates the product-oriented 
requirements in public RFPs into value elements that are 
relevant to the customer and thus increase their willingness 
to pay (WTP). For instance, sales teams might position their 
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offering around long-term cost savings, efficiency gains, or 
alignment with public goals. As such, they can move beyond 
mere compliance with RFP specifications and substantiate 
pricing based on the perceived value of the offering.

Taken together, some practitioners assume that transac-
tional pricing is the most viable or even the only viable 
approach in B2G markets, given public procurement’s strict 
focus on awarding contracts to the lowest-cost bidder, leav-
ing little room for price differentiation. However, even in 
these constrained settings, our interviews indicate that 
value-based pricing can play a meaningful role when pro-
posals link the offering to buyer-specific value considerations 
such as broader strategic goals (see Table B3 in Web 
Appendix B).

Drivers of B2G sales and pricing approaches
Our interviews also uncovered several drivers that support 
the implementation of B2G sales and pricing approaches, 
highlighting the organizational conditions necessary for suc-
cessful execution in public procurement settings. Specifically, 
experts indicated two relevant organizational structure ele-
ments: organizational orientation and capabilities.

First, interviewees highlighted three strategic orientations 
that shape how firms approach B2G sales: government ori-
entation, temporal orientation, and risk orientation. In terms 
of government orientation, interviewees expressed differing 
views on the role of the firm’s public sales orientation in 
shaping salespeople’s efforts. Some emphasized the impor-
tance of a strong public sector focus, advocating for special-
ized B2G sales teams (e.g. sales organization by market). 
Others suggested a more generalist approach where sales 
teams serve both public and private customers (e.g. sales 
organization by products or region).

In addition to structural government orientation, inter-
viewees highlighted the importance of the temporal and risk 
orientation, considering lengthy public procurement pro-
cesses and sales organizations’ constrained resources. 
Complex B2G exchanges often require substantial upfront 
investment and carry the risk of ultimately not resulting in 
a government contract (Josephson et  al. 2019). To address 
this challenge, several firms adopt a long-term orientation, 
encouraging sales teams to proactively monitor emerging 
needs and gather intelligence on upcoming RFPs. This ori-
entation helps salespeople justify early investments and man-
age the uncertainty inherent in long public sales cycles. Yet, 
others favored a more short-term and risk-averse orienta-
tion, directing sales teams to focus on published RFPs with 
a high likelihood of success. Together, these three strategic 
orientations influence how sales organizations engage with 
public customers, allocate resources, and evaluate the inher-
ent risks of engaging in complex, uncertain public procure-
ment processes.

Second, interviewees mentioned two key sales team capa-
bilities that shape pricing effectiveness in B2G contexts: rela-
tional and analytical capabilities. Relational capabilities 
emerged as crucial for navigating the public sector’s complex 
dynamics and building relationships with decision makers, 
enabling salespeople to gather customer and competitive 

insights and translate them into compelling proposal prices. 
This is challenging, as public procurement involves multiple 
stakeholders with hard-to-discern motives, and strict regula-
tions limit relationship-building practices (Josephson et  al. 
2019). For analytical capabilities, our interviews revealed the 
relevance of sales teams being able to identify and evaluate 
information related to public transactions. Formalized gov-
ernmental requests (i.e. RFPs) and associated public infor-
mation are typically lengthy documents dispersed across 
diverse platforms, including various detailed terms and pol-
icies (Holma et  al. 2020; Thai 2001; Wang and Bunn 2004) 
that require careful evaluation. Respondents stressed the 
value of being able to assess and synthesize this fragmented 
data to identify viable opportunities and RFP-related busi-
ness intelligence to align their pricing approach. For exam-
ple, one interviewee described how salespeople integrate data 
from government portals and procurement archives to detect 
procurement patterns. Using this analysis, they estimate the 
WTP of public customers and develop tailored proposals 
that match customers’ procurement context.

Interview insights and theory integration
These interview insights reveal key strategic considerations 
for selling and pricing in public procurement contexts. 
Specifically, they illustrate how firms differ in their willing-
ness and ability to mobilize and deploy resources in decid-
ing when to engage with public buyers (post-RFP vs. 
pre-RFP) and how to price their offerings (transactional vs. 
value-based). The insights suggest that such strategic deci-
sions are rooted in firms’ organizational orientations and 
capabilities, which determine how effectively they identify 
opportunities, interpret buyer needs, and develop solutions 
that align with public sector requirements. To conceptually 
structure and explain these findings, we draw on the RBV 
of the firm. The RBV provides a coherent theoretical lens 
for understanding how firms’ resources and capabilities 
enable them to navigate the institutional and informational 
complexities of B2G exchanges and achieve competitive 
advantage in public procurement markets.

Theoretical background

The RBV provides the theoretical foundation for this study. 
The RBV posits that firm performance differences originate 
from heterogeneity in firms’ possession and effective deploy-
ment of resources that are valuable and difficult to replicate 
(Barney 1991; Kozlenkova, Samaha, and Palmatier 2014). 
Rather than attributing competitive advantage to external 
market conditions, the RBV emphasizes how internal 
resources and capabilities shape firms’ strategic behavior and 
their ability to achieve and sustain competitive advantage 
(Peteraf 1993; Wernerfelt 1984).

Extensions of the RBV emphasize that resources alone are 
insufficient for achieving competitive advantage. Rather, advan-
tage stems from how firms integrate, coordinate, and apply 
resources in dynamic environments (Helfat and Peteraf 2003; 
Song, Di Benedetto, and Nason 2007; Teece 2007). Accordingly, 
capabilities represent the mechanisms through which firms 
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transform resources into strategic behaviors and ultimately per-
formance outcomes. They embody knowledge systems and rou-
tines that guide the deployment and reconfiguration of resources 
over time. This perspective highlights that competitive advan-
tage arises not only from possessing unique assets but from 
how firms use them to respond to contextual demands.

This theoretical lens is particularly suited to examining 
strategic behavior in B2G markets. Public procurement is 
characterized by institutionalized procedures, formalized 
decision making, and constrained opportunities for supplier 
interaction. In such environments, performance depends on 
the firm’s orientations and capabilities that shape how it 
interprets complex public procurement requirements, builds 
legitimacy, and designs proposals that align with formal pro-
curement rules. Building on this logic, we apply the RBV to 
explain how organizational orientations function as 
higher-order resources that enable the development of capa-
bilities (Wibbens 2019), which in turn drive strategic selling 
behaviors and performance in B2G markets.

Conceptual framework and constructs

Figure 1 depicts the conceptual framework of our study. 
Drawing on our qualitative prestudy and grounded in the 
RBV, the framework conceptualizes organizational orienta-
tions as strategic firm resources that drive sales team capa-
bilities. These capabilities, in turn, shape their RFP and 
pricing approaches (sales and pricing strategies) and, ulti-
mately, firm performance. In our study, we assess the firm’s 
market performance, which we define as the effectiveness of 
its marketing activities – for example, attracting customers, 
retaining customers, and attaining the desired market share 
(Homburg and Pflesser 2000). As a consequence of market 
performance, we additionally assess the firm’s financial per-
formance, such as the achieved sales volume or contribution 
margin (Oliver and Anderson 1994).

We examine the indirect effect of organizational orienta-
tions and resulting sales team capabilities on firm 

performance through two key B2G strategy elements: (1) the 
sales approach (i.e. reactive RFP behavior) and (2) the pric-
ing approach (i.e. value-based pricing behavior). We define 
“reactive RFP behavior” as the extent to which an organiza-
tion responds to communicated public procurement needs 
rather than proactively engaging in sales activities before 
government customers articulate their requirements.

We conceptualize “value-based pricing behavior” as the 
degree to which decision makers base the price of a market 
offering on customers’ perceptions of the product’s benefits 
relative to its price (Ingenbleek 2007). In our study, 
value-based pricing behavior reflects how sales teams apply 
value-based pricing principles when formulating proposal 
prices. This involves evaluating customer needs, product 
attributes, market conditions, and competitors to assess and 
quantify the monetary amount that customers are willing to 
pay (Christen et al. 2022; Ingenbleek et al. 2003). Sales teams 
exhibiting high value-based pricing behavior substantiate 
customer value (Ingenbleek et  al. 2003), whereas low 
value-based pricing behavior reflects a more transactional 
approach, which is characterized by a strong cost orientation 
focused on product specifications and price (Marcos 
Cuevas 2018).

To explain how firms can shape the two approaches, we 
conceptualize organizational resource elements in terms of 
orientations and capabilities. The orientations function as 
higher-order resources that guide the formation of sales 
team capabilities (Wibbens 2019). Regarding orientations, we 
capture three constructs: (1) government orientation, (2) 
strategic future orientation, and (3) risk orientation. 
Government orientation refers to the firm’s degree of exper-
tise in B2G sales. Strategic future orientation refers to a 
firm’s temporal considerations reflected in key strategic deci-
sions (Johnson, Martin, and Saini 2012; Venkatraman 1989). 
Risk orientation refers to a firm’s tendency to adopt strategic 
approaches involving uncertain outcomes (Johnson, Martin, 
and Saini 2012).

Regarding capabilities, we assess two sales team capabili-
ties: (1) political skill and (2) data analysis savviness. We 

Figure 1.  Conceptual framework.
Notes: The continuous arrows indicate the hypothesized paths; the dashed arrow indicates a path tested but not hypothesized.
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conceptualize political skill as salespeople’s ability to build 
relationships and sense hidden motives of stakeholders, 
using this knowledge to enhance one’s objectives (e.g. Ahearn 
et  al. 2004; Ferris et  al. 2005). We refer to data analysis sav-
viness as the analytical capability needed to leverage data 
using digital technologies by both accessing and translating 
them into meaningful sales and pricing insights (e.g. Singh 
et  al. 2019).

Hypotheses development

Drawing on the RBV, we propose that organizational orien-
tations and capabilities influence market performance indi-
rectly through firms’ sales and pricing strategies when 
serving governmental customers. Specifically, we posit that 
two strategic approaches mediate these indirect effects: (1) 
reactive RFP behavior and (2) value-based pricing behavior.

Effect of reactive RFP behavior on market performance

We argue that reactive RFP behavior has a nonlinear, 
U-shaped relationship with market performance. Public pro-
curement unfolds across two distinct phases that differ in 
their degree of institutionalization and information transpar-
ency. Once an RFP is formally released (“post-RFP phase”), 
firms must comply with detailed specifications and evalua-
tion criteria defined by the buyer (Chase and Murtha 2019). 
This phase demands efficient internal routines and proce-
dural precision to prepare proposals that satisfy codified 
requirements. In contrast, before an RFP is issued (“pre-RFP 
phase”), firms may access less visible or “hidden” signals, 
such as upcoming policy initiatives, emerging needs, or early 
indications of budget allocations. Interpreting and acting 
upon these signals requires greater analytical and relational 
capabilities.

From an RBV perspective, these two procurement phases 
present distinct opportunities for capability deployment. 
Some firms achieve competitive advantage by building rou-
tines that enable efficient and compliant responses to formal 
RFPs, while others develop relational and analytical capabil-
ities that allow them to anticipate needs and shape buyer 
perceptions earlier in the process. Thus, performance in B2G 
markets depends on how firms configure and deploy 
resources across these two procurement phases. Building on 
this logic, we argue that reactive RFP behavior—the extent 
to which firms rely on responding to published RFPs rather 
than proactively engaging beforehand—has a nonlinear, 
U-shaped relationship with market performance. This 
assumption is grounded in the RBV’s core principle that 
outcomes depend on how internal resources and capabilities 
are configured to align with environmental demands.

At high levels of reactive RFP behavior, we expect firms 
to deploy their resources and capabilities toward procedural 
efficiency and compliance. These firms draw on established 
routines and accumulated organizational knowledge that 
allow them to respond accurately to formal public procure-
ment specifications. This efficiency-oriented deployment of 
resources enables firms to streamline sales processes and 

reduce selling costs. By orchestrating organizational routines 
around formalized criteria and leveraging internal efficien-
cies, reactive firms can achieve operational advantages and 
align closely with the formalized criteria of public procure-
ment, where contract award decisions are frequently based 
on lowest-price criteria (Josephson et  al. 2019).

Conversely, at low levels of reactiveness, firms allocate 
their relational and analytical capabilities toward anticipating 
hidden procurement signals, allowing them to proactively 
engage with public buyers. Although public buyers are often 
framed as “barricaded”, prior research shows that they are 
open to proactive engagement in early stages of the procure-
ment cycle (Chase and Murtha 2019; Holma et  al. 2022). 
Deploying capabilities toward proactiveness enables firms to 
understand policy priorities, anticipate public sector needs, 
and position their offerings early in the procurement pro-
cess. Such proactive engagement enhances perceived align-
ment with buyer priorities and relational legitimacy, creating 
effectiveness-based advantages.

However, firms at intermediate levels of reactiveness, 
which are neither highly reactive nor fully proactive, are 
likely to achieve suboptimal market performance. From an 
RBV perspective, this mid-range approach reflects mis-
aligned resource deployment, as such firms neither realize 
the efficiency benefits linked to a reactive approach nor the 
strategic advantages of a proactive approach. Consequently, 
they are less able to translate their resources and capabilities 
into performance-enhancing behaviors. Thus, we propose:

H1. Reactive RFP behavior has a nonlinear, U-shaped relation-
ship with market performance, such that market performance is 
higher at both low and high levels of reactive RFP behavior and 
lower at intermediate levels.

Moderating role of product complexity in the reactive 
RFP behavior–performance link

We argue that product complexity moderates the U-shaped 
relationship between RFP behavior and market performance, 
such that the relationship becomes more pronounced for 
highly complex products. We base this argument on the 
greater explanatory need for complex than for simple prod-
ucts (Homburg, Müller, and Klarmann 2011a). Given the 
output-oriented nature of public procurement through RFPs, 
public buyers must define their needs, specify the technical 
properties of the required product, and prepare purchase 
documents before any RFP can be issued (Holma et  al. 
2020). As product complexity increases, procurers experience 
higher uncertainty during these processes (Homburg, Müller, 
and Klarmann 2011a) and thus have a greater need for 
external expertise to reduce this uncertainty (McQuiston 
1989). Consequently, they are more likely to value early-stage 
interactions with knowledgeable salespeople. From an RBV 
perspective, this shapes how selling firms can effectively 
deploy and leverage their capabilities in the public procure-
ment process. Specifically, we propose that proactive engage-
ment becomes particularly valuable when products are 
difficult to specify, as such contexts require advanced rela-
tional and analytical capabilities to interpret buyer needs.
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However, we also expect that the costs of educating pub-
lic buyers rise with product complexity. Specifically, interac-
tions with public customers to provide knowledge about 
technical and operational requirements require substantial 
resource investments from firms (Holma et  al. 2020), which 
become increasingly demanding as product complexity 
grows. Therefore, reactive RFP strategies—which minimize 
early engagement and focus on responding efficiently to for-
malized RFPs—may improve sales efficiency in highly com-
plex product settings by better aligning resource allocation 
with formal requirements.

Against this backdrop, prior research indicates that higher 
product complexity exacerbates role conflict for salespeople, 
making it particularly difficult to balance competing strate-
gic demands (Johnson and Sohi 2014). Consequently, 
engagement approaches that lack a clear strategic focus—
combining elements of early engagement with reactive exe-
cution—become especially costly in highly complex contexts. 
By contrast, clearly focused strategies allow firms to align 
resource deployment with either effectiveness-oriented early 
engagement or efficiency-oriented reactive execution. As a 
result, we expect that the positive impact of the distinct RFP 
approaches—proactive and reactive—on market performance 
will increase with the complexity of products and propose 
the following:

H2. Product complexity has a moderating effect on the U-shaped 
relationship between reactive RFP behavior and market perfor-
mance, such that the U-shape becomes steeper.

Effect of value-based pricing behavior on market 
performance

Although the high degree of formalization in public pro-
curement appears to constrain suppliers’ pricing discretion, 
we propose that value-based pricing behavior positively 
affects market performance. Public RFPs rely on predefined 
specifications, objective evaluation criteria, and rigid regula-
tory constraints that often emphasize price competitiveness 
over subjective value (Patrucco, Luzzini, and Ronchi 2017; 
Tadelis 2012). At first glance, such conditions limit the use-
fulness of value-based pricing, which requires tailoring pro-
posals to customer-specific value drivers.

However, we argue that even within regulated procure-
ment systems, public buyers interpret how solutions contrib-
ute to broader policy objectives, operational efficiency, or 
long-term public value. Suppliers capable of articulating and 
quantifying these contributions can therefore influence how 
public buyers perceive the offering.

From an RBV perspective, value-based pricing reflects a 
capability-driven approach in which sales teams translate 
their understanding of procurement requirements, policy 
priorities, and operational needs into price offerings that sig-
nal value to public buyers. This capability deployment allows 
firms to emphasize value drivers such as cost savings, effi-
ciency gains, or policy alignment, thereby differentiating 
themselves beyond competing solely on price. In doing so, 
value-based pricing behavior links a firm’s resources and 
capabilities to public buyers’ perceptions of value and, 

ultimately, their WTP (Ingenbleek et  al. 2003; Ingenbleek 
2007). Insights from our qualitative prestudy reinforce this 
logic: managers consistently noted that—even in highly stan-
dardized RFP settings—public buyers expect suppliers to 
demonstrate how their solutions advance agency goals and 
justify expenditure decisions. This observation aligns with 
prior research suggesting that value-based approaches are 
increasingly important across contexts (Raja et al. 2020). Thus:

H3. Value-based pricing behavior positively affects market 
performance.

Moderating role of product complexity in the value-
based pricing–performance link

We propose that product complexity moderates the relation-
ship between value-based pricing behavior and market per-
formance. From an RBV perspective, product complexity 
determines the extent to which firms can effectively deploy 
and leverage their capabilities through value-based pricing. 
When products are simple and easily comparable, public 
buyers can evaluate offers primarily based on price criteria, 
leaving little room for firms to demonstrate differentiated 
value. In such contexts, the deployment of resource-intensive 
pricing capabilities may create inefficiencies, as the institu-
tional environment restricts the recognition of value-based 
arguments.

In contrast, when products are highly complex, public 
buyers face greater uncertainty in evaluating competing solu-
tions and are more receptive to supplier input in interpret-
ing product benefits (Homburg, Müller, and Klarmann 
2011a). Under such conditions, firms that possess and deploy 
advanced analytical and relational capabilities may be better 
at translating their knowledge into value. As product com-
plexity increases, we expect value-based pricing to become 
more effective, amplifying its positive impact on perfor-
mance. Thus:

H4. Product complexity has a moderating effect on the relation-
ship between value-based pricing behavior and market perfor-
mance, such that the relationship becomes more positive as 
product complexity increases.

Capabilities determining reactive RFP behavior and 
value-based pricing behavior

We predict that two capabilities affect the sales and pricing 
behavior of sales teams: political skill and data analysis sav-
viness. These capabilities represent mechanisms through 
which firms deploy their resources to navigate institutional 
constraints, interpret buyer needs, and translate insights into 
strategic selling behaviors.

Drawing on the RBV, political skill—the ability to under-
stand others and build strong informal networks—consti-
tutes a relational capability that enables salespeople to access, 
interpret, and leverage information absent from official RFP 
specifications. This capability is particularly important in 
B2G contexts, where public procurement is governed by 
strict formal procedures that limit interaction (Chase and 
Murtha 2019; Holma et  al. 2020; Wang and Bunn 2004) and 
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where decision making involves multiple stakeholders with 
differing agendas and priorities (Malacina et  al. 2022; 
McCue, Prier, and Swanson 2015). We argue that political 
skill influences both when and how sales teams engage with 
public buyers.

First, politically skilled salespeople are better equipped to 
adopt a less reactive RFP approach. Their ability to interpret 
interpersonal cues and sense organizational dynamics enables 
them to better recognize buyer needs and identify appropri-
ate moments for customer engagement (Good and Schwepker 
2022). Rather than waiting for formal RFP publication, they 
may leverage relational knowledge to detect early procure-
ment signals, initiate contact with relevant stakeholders, and 
influence the problem-definition stage of the buying process.

Second, we propose that political skill enhances the use 
of value-based pricing. By understanding hidden stakeholder 
priorities and the interpersonal dynamics shaping procure-
ment decisions, politically skilled salespeople can uncover 
customers’ underlying value drivers and reflect this knowl-
edge in their pricing approach. This relational insight enables 
them to align price offerings with perceived value and 
extract customers’ WTP without relying solely on cost con-
siderations, while remaining within regulatory and ethical 
boundaries of public procurement (Boyne 2002; Purchase, 
Goh, and Dooley 2009). Thus, political skill strengthens 
early, proactive engagement on the one hand and the strate-
gic use of value-based pricing on the other. As such, we 
propose:

H5a/b. The higher the sales team’s political skill, (a) the lower its 
reactive RFP behavior and (b) the higher its value-based pricing 
behavior.

We propose that sales teams’ data analysis savviness 
decreases their reactive RFP behavior and increases their 
value-based pricing behavior. From an RBV perspective, data 
analysis savviness constitutes an analytical capability that 
enables salespeople to transform data into actionable knowl-
edge. In B2G markets, public buyers make a variety of infor-
mation available to suppliers, ranging from strategic plans to 
policy announcements, and RFPs, but this information is 
often dispersed across decentralized platforms. Given this 
fragmentation, data analysis savviness becomes essential, as 
it allows salespeople to integrate and interpret information 
about policy priorities, funding allocations, and RFP out-
comes, thus improving their ability to anticipate opportuni-
ties and align proposals with buyer objectives. As such, this 
capability affects both when and how sales teams engage 
with public customers.

First, data analysis savviness makes sales teams less likely 
to engage reactively in RFP processes. Their analytical capa-
bility enables them to systematically scan and interpret 
procurement-relevant data, identify patterns in public buyers’ 
purchasing behavior, and forecast when and where opportu-
nities are likely to arise. This helps them prioritize strategi-
cally relevant buyers and recognize emerging opportunities 
before formal RFPs are issued. As a result, they are more 
able to initiate early engagement rather than waiting for 
published RFPs and relying on reactive responses.

Second, we expect data analysis savviness to enhance 
value-based pricing behavior. By analyzing policy docu-
ments, budget structures, historical award patterns, and 
institution-specific constraints, analytically skilled salespeo-
ple can uncover important value drivers for public buyers. 
These insights allow them to tailor their pricing logic to the 
specific context of public customers, consistent with research 
emphasizing the role of analytical capabilities in identifying 
and operationalizing value for pricing (Raja et  al. 2020). 
Consequently, data-savvy sales teams are better positioned 
to align price offerings with perceived public value, strength-
ening their ability to extract customers’ WTP. Thus, data 
analysis savviness enhances sales teams’ proactive engage-
ment and the use of value-based pricing. As such, we 
propose:

H6a/b. The higher the sales team’s data analysis savviness, (a) the 
lower its reactive RFP behavior and (b) the higher its value-based 
pricing behavior.

Orientations determining capabilities

Building on the RBV, we predict that a firm’s orientation 
affects its capabilities and subsequent market behaviors. 
Specifically, we propose that three organizational orientations 
(government orientation, strategic future orientation, and 
risk orientation) shape the extent to which sales teams 
develop political skill and data analysis savviness as capabil-
ities for navigating B2G markets.

First, we propose that a strong government orientation 
enhances both political skill and data analysis savviness. 
From an RBV perspective, government orientation represents 
a higher-order resource that embeds institutional knowledge 
and public sector expertise within the firm. Firms that sys-
tematically focus on government customers invest in special-
ized knowledge bases, relational routines, and analytical 
tools tailored to public procurement processes. Consequently, 
government orientation fosters an environment that values 
information gathering, stakeholder understanding, and 
data-driven decision making. Contrary to the common per-
ception that public procurement is primarily administrative, 
the complexity of stakeholder networks and the dispersed 
nature of public sector information increase the need for 
relational and analytical capabilities.

Within such environments, government-oriented firms 
are more likely to foster the development of two specific 
capabilities critical for success in public markets. They culti-
vate political skill by exposing salespeople to bureaucratic 
dynamics, stakeholder structures, and public sector decision 
making processes, enabling them to build relational legiti-
macy and navigate complex public stakeholder environments. 
They likewise strengthen data analysis savviness by embed-
ding analytical routines and knowledge systems that help 
salespeople synthesize dispersed procurement information 
into actionable insights. Thus:

H7a/b. The higher the organization’s government orientation, (a) 
the higher its sales team’s political skill and (b) the higher its 
sales team’s data analysis savviness.
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Second, we propose that a firm’s strategic future orientation 
enhances the development of political skill and data analysis 
savviness. A high strategic future orientation is characterized 
by the prioritization of long-term objectives and sustained 
commitment of resources (Johnson, Martin, and Saini 2012; 
Venkatraman 1989). From an RBV perspective, this orienta-
tion represents a higher-order resource that guides how firms 
allocate managerial attention and orchestrate resources toward 
capability development. In B2G markets, achieving success 
often entails high upfront investments in learning and 
relationship-building with low immediate returns due to com-
plex procurement processes and lengthy sales cycles (Josephson 
et  al. 2019). We expect that firms with a strong future orien-
tation view such investments not as short-term costs but as 
mechanisms to build durable capabilities to engage with public 
customers and adequately respond to RFPs.

This orientation supports the development of political 
skill by fostering long-term relationship-building and encour-
aging sales teams to understand stakeholder structures and 
decision processes. At the same time, it strengthens data 
analysis savviness by promoting sustained investments in 
analytical routines and knowledge systems that help antici-
pate procurement needs and emerging trends. Consequently, 
we propose that firms with a strategic future orientation are 
more likely to support sales teams in cultivating political 
skill and data analysis savviness and leveraging them to pur-
sue long-term opportunities. Thus:

H8a/b. The higher the organization’s strategic future orientation, 
(a) the higher its sales team’s political skill and (b) the higher its 
sales team’s data analysis savviness.

Third, we expect that a strong risk orientation enhances 
political skill and data analysis savviness. Firms with a high 
tolerance for risk are willing to commit resources to projects 
with uncertain outcomes (Baird and Thomas 1985; Lumpkin 
and Dess 1996). As such, their opportunity-seeking and 
explorative behavior orients the firm toward action and 
embrace taking risks (Hughes and Morgan 2007).

B2G exchanges are typically characterized by substantial 
uncertainty, often requiring high upfront resource invest-
ment in long, complex procurement cycles with unclear out-
comes (Josephson et  al. 2019). Building on the RBV, we 
argue that a firm’s risk orientation functions as a higher-order 
resource that influences how firms manage uncertainty and 
allocate resources under ambiguity. Risk-oriented firms are 
more willing to invest in relational experimentation, encour-
aging sales teams to initiate and cultivate interactions with 
public stakeholders despite unclear short-term payoffs. 
Likewise, they are more inclined to invest in data-driven 
exploration, such as funding analytical initiatives that help 
interpret dispersed public sector signals. This risk tolerance 
creates an organizational context conducive to the develop-
ment of both political skill and data analysis savviness. 
These capabilities equip sales teams to gather insights, inter-
pret incomplete information, and recognize emerging oppor-
tunities more effectively. Thus:

H9a/b. The higher the organization’s risk orientation, (a) the 
higher its sales team’s political skill and (b) the higher its sales 
team’s data analysis savviness.

Methodology

Data collection and sample

Sampling procedure
Consistent with our goal to assess B2G exchanges in an 
industry-overarching context from a sales perspective, we 
conducted a survey with salespeople across various indus-
tries. We identified potential respondents for our survey 
through professional networking platforms, public RFP data-
bases, and publicly accessible sales contacts. As an incentive, 
we offered all respondents a study report and a choice 
between an Amazon voucher and a donation to a charity 
organization. Respondents could answer the questionnaire in 
either German or English. To favor generalizability of our 
findings, we did not constrain our population of interest to 
any government level. That is, we gathered responses from 
salespeople selling products and services to public customers 
at the federal level (e.g. ministries), at the state level (e.g. 
universities), and at the local level (e.g. schools). To ensure 
that the respondents are active in sales to public customers, 
we carried out prescreening at the start of our questionnaire 
so that only salespeople of firms with public sales activities 
took part in the study. Moreover, to exclude responses 
related to indirect sales activities via intermediaries, we gath-
ered data only from salespeople involved in direct sales to 
public institutions, which included participation in pub-
lic RFPs.

Sample
We received 297 usable questionnaires from B2G salespeople. 
Respondents hold positions with sales responsibilities (e.g. 
sales representative, key account manager, director of sales) 
within their firms. To ensure sample diversity, we included 
firms with varying degrees of focus on the B2G market. 
Specifically, we accounted for the percentage of sales revenue 
that each sales department generates from public sector cus-
tomers. Across our sample, this share averaged 61.34% (SD = 
33.66), ranging from minimal public sector involvement to an 
exclusive focus on government customers. To assess key 
informant competency, we asked respondents to rate their 
knowledge of the topics covered in the survey (Kumar, Stern, 
and Anderson 1993). Confirming their competency, partici-
pants reported an average score of 5.7 on a seven-point scale. 
Table C1 in Web Appendix C details the structure of the 
sample, including firm and key informant characteristics.

Measurement

Measure development
We designed the questionnaire after thoroughly reviewing 
the B2G as well as the sales and pricing literature and used 
reflective measures captured by seven-point rating scales to 
assess all multi-item constructs (Jarvis, MacKenzie, and 
Podsakoff 2003). We adapted as many scale items as possible 
from prior B2B studies. To measure strategic future orienta-
tion and risk orientation, we adapted four items each from 
Johnson, Martin, and Saini’s (2012) scales for measuring a 
firm’s future orientation and risk orientation. For the 
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measurement of political skill, we drew on four items from 
Ferris et  al. (2005), which we adapted to our research con-
text. To measure value-based pricing, we drew on four items 
from the scale developed by Ingenbleek et  al. (2003). We 
measured market performance with four items adapted from 
Homburg and Pflesser (2000) and financial performance 
with three items from Homburg, Müller, and Klarmann’s 
(2011b) performance scale, which we slightly adapted to the 
B2G context. For the moderator product complexity, we 
used the scale from Homburg, Müller, and Klarmann 
(2011a). Finally, we used the competitive intensity scale from 
Homburg, Grozdanovic, and Klarmann (2007) as a control 
variable.

For three constructs, government orientation, reactive 
RFP behavior, and data analysis savviness, we developed new 
scales due to their newness and unique quantitative applica-
tion to B2G markets. To develop these scales, we adhered to 
the standard procedures of psychometric scale development 
(Anderson and Gerbing 1988). More specifically, to ensure 
reliability and validity, we engaged in three steps. First, we 
relied on the existing B2G and sales literature and the 
insights gathered from our expert interviews to ensure that 
the scale conceptualizations match their operationalizations. 
Second, we gathered feedback on the scales from nine aca-
demic experts in sales management to confirm the con-
structs’ suitability. Third, we pretested the scales to ensure 
their reliability and internal consistency.

Measure assessment
To ensure the reliability and comprehensiveness of all our 
survey instruments (see Table C2 in Web Appendix C for 
details), we carefully pretested all scales. More specifically, 
we tested the survey with B2G sales experts to ensure clarity 
of the measures and minimize completion costs. The pretest 
confirmed the appropriateness of the survey instrument.

The CFA model containing all constructs achieves good 
global fit indices: χ2/d.f. = 1.47, comparative fit index (CFI) 
= .95, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = .95, root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA) = .040, and standardized 
root mean square residual (SRMR) = .049. As Table C3 in 
Web Appendix C shows, the square root of the average vari-
ance extracted (AVE) for each construct exceeds the correla-
tion with the other constructs, thus meeting Fornell and 
Larcker’s (1981) criterion and demonstrating discriminant 
validity between the constructs.

Using confirmatory factor analysis, we assessed the reli-
ability and validity of each measure. Overall, the measures 
exhibit good psychometric properties by surpassing recom-
mended thresholds suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (2012; see 
Table C2 in Web Appendix C). For all constructs, composite 
reliabilities are greater than .70, AVE values are greater than 
.50, and Cronbach’s alphas are greater than .70. In addition, 
most item reliabilities are above .40 (Bagozzi and Baumgartner 
1994), with two items scoring slightly below .40 but surpass-
ing the threshold of .30. The only exception is for one item 
of the strategic future orientation construct. However, we 
retained this item to preserve conceptual comprehensiveness. 
To address concerns, we conducted additional robustness 
checks by removing the item from the analysis. Importantly, 

these checks did not lead to any divergent interpretations of 
the results, supporting the reliability and robustness of our 
findings.

Results

We employed SEM to test our hypothesized effects (H1–H9). 
The fit statistics indicate an adequate fit between our main 
model and the data (χ2/d.f. = 1.69, CFI = .92, TLI = .90, 
RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .068). The results of the SEM 
largely confirm the hypotheses (see Table 1).

Hypotheses testing

Regarding the effect of reactive RFP behavior on market 
performance, we hypothesized a nonlinear, U-shaped rela-
tionship with market performance, which reflects the two 
sales approaches reported in the expert interviews. To ana-
lyze the potential nonlinear, U-shaped effect of reactive RFP 
behavior on market performance (H1), we included the 
square of the three indicators of reactive RFP behavior in 
our model. Before squaring, we mean-centered the indica-
tors to enable model convergence (e.g. Lee, Song, and Poon 
2004) without altering the form of the relationship 
(Echambadi and Hess 2007). We found support for a qua-
dratic term of reactive RFP behavior, indicating a U-shaped 
relationship between reactive RFP behavior and performance. 
More precisely, the effect of the quadratic term of reactive 
RFP behavior has a significantly positive impact on market 
performance (β53x3 = .21, p < .01) and the linear term is 
insignificant (β53 = −.03, p > .10).

To validate this U-shaped relationship, we followed 
Haans, Pieters, and He (2016) and conducted two additional 
checks on whether the effect actually exists in our data. 
First, we examined the slope coefficients at low and high 
levels of reactive RFP behavior. We found a negative, signif-
icant slope at the low end (blow = −.49, p < .01) and a pos-
itive, significant slope at the high end (bhigh = .39, p < .05), 
which provides initial support for the U-shaped effect. 
Second, we inspected the turning point of reactive RFP 
behavior. We found that the shifting point of the perfor-
mance curve falls well within the data range (turning point 
= 4.13 [unstandardized]), in further support of a nonlinear 
relationship. Figure C1 in Web Appendix C illustrates the 
U-shaped relationship between the RFP behavior and mar-
ket performance. Notably, market performance peaks at a 
higher level when reactive RFP behavior is low compared to 
when it is high.

In H2, we proposed that the U-shaped performance effect 
of reactive RFP behavior would become steeper with high 
levels of product complexity. Therefore, building on Haans, 
Pieters, and He (2016), we tested the linear and quadratic 
interaction effects between reactive RFP behavior and prod-
uct complexity on market performance. While the linear 
interaction term is insignificant (γ53x4 = −.03, p > .10), the 
quadratic interaction term is positive and significant (γ53x3x4 
= .20, p < .10). Consequently, this positive term indicates a 
steepening of the curve (Haans, Pieters, and He 2016; see 
Figure C1 in Web Appendix C).
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Regarding the impact of value-based pricing behavior on 
market performance, we hypothesized a positive relationship. 
The results show a significant positive effect (β54 = .15, p < 
.05), providing support for H3.

Additionally, we proposed that the positive linear effect of 
value-based pricing behavior on market performance would 
become stronger with high levels of product complexity. 
However, the corresponding estimate is non-significant (γ54x4 
= .00, p > .10), providing no support for this moderation 
effect. Thus, H4 is rejected.

Regarding capabilities, we predicted that political skill 
would lead to lower reactive RFP behavior. Because the cor-
responding parameter estimate is negative and significant 
(β31 = −.17, p < .05), H5a is confirmed. In line with H5b, we 
find a positive effect of political skill on value-based pricing 
behavior (β41 = .34, p < .01). Moreover, data analysis savvi-
ness should lead to lower levels of reactive RFP behavior. 
The results confirm this negative effect (β32 = −.13, p < .10), 
providing support for H6a. In addition, data analysis savvi-
ness should lead to higher levels of value-based pricing 
behavior. Consistent with H6b, we find a positive effect of 
data analysis savviness on value-based pricing behavior (β42 
= .17, p < .05).

Regarding orientations, government orientation should 
enhance political skill. Supporting H7a, the corresponding 
estimate is positive and significant (γ11 = .28, p < .01). 
Likewise, government orientation strengthens data analysis 
savviness (γ21 = .19, p < .01), in accordance with H7b. In 
addition, strategic future orientation should lead to higher 
levels of political skill and data analysis savviness, as pre-
dicted in H8a and H8b. The results confirm the positive 
effects on political skill (γ12 = .16, p < .05) and data analysis 
savviness (γ22 = .20, p < .01). Finally, the results confirm the 

expected positive links between risk orientation and political 
skill (γ13 = .24, p < .01) as well as data analysis savviness 
(γ23 = .15, p < .05), providing support for H9a and H9b.

In addition to the hypothesized indirect effects, the results 
reveal some direct effects of organizational orientations and 
capabilities on behaviors and performance outcomes (see 
Table C4 in Web Appendix C). Most notably, government 
orientation shows a significant relationship with RFP behav-
ior (γ31 = −.16, p < .05) as well as market performance (γ51 
= .23, p < .01) and financial performance (γ61 = .14, p < 
.05), suggesting that certain organizational resources in B2G 
markets create value beyond shaping specific sales and pric-
ing behaviors.

Robustness checks

We took several steps to ensure the robustness of the results 
from our conceptual framework to predict B2G sales perfor-
mance. Specifically, we focused on concerns related to (1) 
non-response bias, (2) measurement error and multicol-
linearity, (3) common method bias (CMB), and (4) omitted 
variable bias. In doing so, we utilized quasi-objective sales 
performance data to check the robustness of our findings. 
We detail the applied trustworthiness checks and triangula-
tion approaches in Web Appendix D. The additional checks 
show no indications that the investigated biases distort the 
results and confirm their robustness.

Discussion

Governments are the largest buyers in the world and thus 
offer enormous sales potential for firms across industries 

Table 1. SE M results for the core structural paths.

Structural paths Path coefficients SE

Orientations → Capabilities
Government orientation → Political skill γ11 = .28*** .060 H7a (✓)
Government orientation → Data analysis savviness γ21 = .19*** .060 H7b (✓)
Strategic future orientation → Political skill γ12 = .16** .063 H8a (✓)
Strategic future orientation → Data analysis savviness γ22 = .20*** .061 H8b (✓)
Risk orientation → Political skill γ13 = .24*** .060 H9a (✓)
Risk orientation → Data analysis savviness γ23 = .15** .060 H9b (✓)

Capabilities → Sales and pricing approach
Political skill → Reactive RFP behavior β31 = −.17** .078 H5a (✓)
Political skill → Value-based pricing behavior β41 = .34*** .076 H5b (✓)
Data analysis savviness → Reactive RFP behavior β32 = −.13* .071 H6a (✓)
Data analysis savviness → Value-based pricing behavior β42 = .17** .071 H6b (✓)

Sales and pricing approach → Firm performance
Reactive RFP behavior → Market performance β53 = −.03 .073 H1 (✓)
Reactive RFP behavior × Reactive RFP behavior → Market performance β53x3 = .21*** .070
Value-based pricing behavior → Market performance β54 = .15** .069 H3 (✓)

Firm performance
Market performance → Financial performance β65 = .74*** .074

Interaction Effects
Reactive RFP behavior × Product complexity → Market performance γ53x4 = −.03 .067 H2 (✓)
Reactive RFP behavior × Reactive RFP behavior × Product complexity → Market performance γ53x3x4 = .20* .121
value-based pricing behavior × Product complexity → Market performance γ54x4 = .00 .060 H4 (−)

Controls → Political skill → Data analysis 
savviness

→ Reactive RFP 
behavior

→ Value-based 
pricing behavior

→ Market 
performance

→ Financial 
performance

Sales team size .08 .04 –.07 .00 .10* –.01
Salespeople age .01 .04 –.08 .02 .00 .01
Share of goods .09 .04 .08 .04 .09 –.06
Competitive intensity –.04 –.01 –.05 .18*** −.29*** –.04
Product complexity — — –.13** .12* –.11 .10

Notes: *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. The results are based on two-tailed tests. Standardized coefficients are reported.

https://doi.org/10.1080/08853134.2026.2632074
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(World Economic Forum 2022). However, sales organiza-
tions face substantial challenges in navigating the high com-
plexity and regulatory specificities in the public market 
(Josephson et  al. 2019). By leveraging a cross-sector dataset 
of 297 European public salespeople, this study is, to the best 
of our knowledge, the first to assess the relationship between 
B2G strategy and performance using large-scale quantitative 
primary data in a broad public procurement context. The 
study identifies the sales and pricing approaches that drive 
success in B2G markets and outlines how to strategically 
leverage these by structuring the selling organization in 
terms of both orientations and capabilities.

Theoretical implications

This study’s findings advance prior research in three ways. 
First, we contribute to the scarce research on what consti-
tutes successful sales and pricing strategies in highly regu-
lated B2G markets in terms of both (1) the degree of 
proactiveness in the RFP approach and (2) the integration of 
value elements in the pricing approach. Table 2 depicts the 
prior knowledge from B2G and B2B exchanges as well as 
novel B2G implications from our study.

Regarding sales approaches, we contribute to the literature 
by addressing the debate on the role of sales proactiveness 
for performance in public procurement markets. Integrating 
research perspectives on proactively shaping RFPs (Chase 
and Murtha 2019) and reactively responding to requests 
(e.g. Goretsky 1987), we demonstrate a positive performance 
effect of two opposing – proactive and reactive – RFP 
approaches. More precisely, our findings reveal that a firm’s 
market performance is driven by either being highly proac-
tive in understanding public customer needs before RFP 
release or being highly reactive in matching specified needs 
after RFP release. Notably, our research suggests that 
medium levels of proactiveness are detrimental to a firm’s 
success. Relying on indecisive RFP approaches causes firms 
to get “stuck in the middle,” as they are geared to neither 
effectiveness (i.e. proactiveness) nor efficiency (i.e. reactive-
ness). This strategic necessity of selecting a clear RFP 
approach is even stronger for highly complex products. 
When offerings are complex, pre-RFP strategies become 
more resource-intensive, thereby amplifying the performance 
consequences of choosing a clear sales engagement strategy. 
In such contexts, either investing in early engagement or 
focusing on efficient post-RFP execution yields superior 
outcomes. In contrast, ambiguous engagement strategies are 
particularly costly for complex offerings, as they dilute 
resource deployment without delivering clear strategic 
advantages.

Regarding pricing approaches, we contribute to the limited 
understanding of their performance implications in public 
RFP contexts. In contrast with the conventional perspective 
that B2G exchanges are mainly about the lowest price, as 
often implied in the literature (e.g. Josephson et  al. 2019), 
our study highlights the performance effects of value-based 
pricing approaches. Although public RFPs have strong trans-
actional characteristics (e.g. detailed product specifications; 
Patrucco, Luzzini, and Ronchi 2017), sales teams should not 

focus solely on technical features and low prices when seek-
ing to secure government contracts. Instead, our research 
suggests that leveraging perceived customer value through 
value-based pricing is crucial even in highly formalized B2G 
transactions. Our findings further clarify why value-based 
pricing can generate performance advantages within RFP 
procedures. Even though RFPs rely on standardized specifi-
cations and regulated evaluation, public buyers typically 
assess proposals on multiple criteria and must justify why a 
given offer provides the most advantageous solution. This 
evaluative process leaves room for suppliers to demonstrate 
how their offering compares with alternatives and how its 
advantages justify a given price level. Unlike sales engage-
ment strategies, the effectiveness of value-based pricing does 
not depend on product complexity. That is, value-based 
pricing is associated with higher performance not only for 
highly complex offerings, but also for less complex, more 
standardized products. This finding suggests that even when 
offerings are relatively comparable and procurement pro-
cesses are highly formalized, public buyers remain receptive 
to value arguments that justify price differences beyond pure 
cost considerations.

Taken together, these findings highlight fundamental dif-
ferences in how sales engagement and pricing strategies cre-
ate value in B2G markets. Sales engagement strategies 
primarily unfold in the less formal pre-RFP phase, where 
public buyers shape requirements and suppliers can poten-
tially influence how their needs are conceptualized. In this 
phase, the effectiveness of sales engagement critically depends 
on product complexity, which amplifies the performance 
consequences of choosing a clear strategic approach. By con-
trast, pricing strategies operate within the formal RFP phase, 
where formalized evaluation criteria and decision rules apply 
uniformly across procurement contexts. As a result, sales 
engagement and pricing strategies differ in their sensitivity 
to contextual conditions, with value-based pricing exhibiting 
more robust performance effects across B2G settings.

Second, beyond identifying successful sales and pricing 
approaches in B2G markets, our study provides insights into 
the integrated impact of these two strategy elements. On the 
one hand, our data reveal its strategic importance, with 
firms combining proactive RFP and value-based pricing 
approaches (“shaping value architects”) achieving the highest 
B2G sales performance (M = 5.40, SD = .89; see Figure 2). 
On the other hand, our data indicate that value-based pric-
ing, though less prevalent in reactively oriented organiza-
tions, yields superior sales performance even when adopting 
a reactive approach. Specifically, our data show that also in 
reactive settings, high value-based pricing (“observant value 
architects”; M = 5.15, SD = .99) leads to significantly higher 
market performance (p < .05) than low value-oriented pric-
ing (“observant order takers”; M = 4.59, SD = .89). That is, 
even if firms choose to wait for customers’ specifications of 
requirements in RFPs, they forgo potential by focusing solely 
on meeting these requirements at the lowest possible price 
(i.e. transactional pricing) and not translating these into per-
ceived customer value (i.e. value-based pricing).

Our assessment of the combined impact of RFP and pric-
ing approaches in B2G markets is novel, as prior research 
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Table 2. O verview of extensions of relevant research on sales and pricing approaches and novel study implications for B2G.

Current understanding  
(prior B2G/B2B research)

New B2G insight  
(this study) Theoretical implications Managerial implications

Sales and pricing approach
Sales approach
•	 B2G: Emphasis on reactive RFP 

responses dominates B2G literature 
(e.g. Goretsky 1987) and regulations 
seen as barriers to buyer interaction 
(Josephson et  al. 2019); initial 
insights suggest that pre-RFP 
activities increase supplier selection 
likelihood (Chase and Murtha 2019) 
with limited insights into potential 
downsides.

•	 B2B: RFPs harm relationships 
between suppliers and buyers 
(Donaldson 1996; Jap 2003; Smart 
and Harrison 2003); the impact of a 
salesperson’s relationship with 
buyers has no significant impact 
(Doney and Cannon 1997) vs. a 
positive impact on supplier 
selection in RFP settings (Dax et  al. 
2019).

	→ Prior research in both B2G and 
B2B settings remains inconclusive 
regarding RFP approaches.

Two distinct RFP approaches to 
success:
1.  �Highly proactive firms (pre-RFP 

effectiveness)
2.  �Highly reactive firms (post-RFP 

efficiency)
Mid-level proactiveness harms 
performance.
Overall: Higher sales success of 
firms applying a proactive 
approach, especially as products 
get more complex.

•	 Resolves debates and 
inconsistent findings on 
the role of proactiveness 
and customer relationships 
in formalized RFP settings.

•	 Adds nuance to prior 
research on proactiveness 
in RFP settings by 
introducing a non-linear 
(U-shaped) mechanism on 
performance, showing that 
two distinct strategies can 
be effective.

Firm level:
•	 Commit to a clear RFP approach: Define whether 

to compete through pre-RFP effectiveness or 
post-RFP efficiency and allocate budgets, roles, 
and key performance indicators accordingly.

•	 Avoid “stuck in the middle” strategies.
•	 Align the RFP approach with product complexity: 

The more complex the offering, the greater the 
performance benefits of a clear strategy choice.

Individual level:
•	 Proactive: Engage in pre-RFP outreach by (1) 

monitoring upcoming needs, (2) positioning as a 
trusted partner through conference participation 
or sharing white papers, and (3) developing 
needs dossiers for key public buyers.

•	 Reactive: Focus on flawless compliance and 
specification alignment by (1) creating 
streamlined templates that map criteria to 
solution elements, (2) preparing reusable bid 
modules, and (3) using artificial intelligence (AI) 
tools to accelerate document analysis and 
proposal development.

Pricing approach
•	 B2G: Public procurement often 

viewed as price-driven (e.g. 
Josephson et  al. 2019).

•	 B2B: Value-based pricing seen as 
effective but context-dependent 
(Ingenbleek et  al. 2003; Ingenbleek, 
Frambach, and Verhallen 2013).

	→ Prior research suggests that 
B2G markets may favor a 
transactional pricing approach 
and it is unclear whether the 
success of value-based pricing 
in B2B translates to B2G.

Value-based pricing improves 
outcomes even in formalized B2G 
markets:
Despite the transactional nature 

of public procurement (e.g. 
prescriptive RFPs), value-based 
pricing contributes positively 
to performance.

•	 Introduces pricing beyond 
pure cost focus into B2G 
research.

•	 Demonstrates that 
value-based pricing is 
effective under strong 
formalization.

Firm level:
•	 Systematize key value drivers: Provide narratives 

for recurring public sector value dimensions (e.g. 
reliability).

•	 Develop public value quantification tools: Create 
pricing calculators linking product features to 
public sector key performance indicators (KPIs).

Individual level:
•	 Assess public documents systematically to 

uncover value drivers: Identify implicit 
requirements of public buyers (e.g. compatibility 
with previously procured solutions).

•	 Quantify perceived value: Link product 
advantages to public buyer value and reflect this 
in price formulation.

Combined strategy: Sales approach × pricing approach
•	 B2G: Reactive approaches to 

published RFPs are linked to lowest 
bid outcomes (Kuhlman and 
Johnson 1983; Sugrue 1982); initial 
research on proactive approaches 
without a distinct focus on pricing 
as a strategic element (Chase and 
Murtha 2019).

•	 B2B: Literature typically examines 
RFP approach and pricing 
separately, treating them as 
separate strategic levers (cf. Dax 
et  al. 2019; Rothkopf and Harstad 
1994).

Value-based pricing is key in both 
RFP approaches:
•	 “Shaping value architects” 

(proactive + value-based) win.
•	 “Observant value architects” 

(reactive + value-based) 
outperform “observant order 
takers” (reactive + non-value- 
based).

•	 Challenges the assumption 
that reactive selling must 
be tied to transactional 
pricing.

•	 Invites more 
comprehensive sales and 
pricing strategies for B2G 
contexts.

Firm level:
•	 Align processes with integrated sales–pricing 

execution: Encourage cross-functional 
coordination and design incentive systems that 
reward not only win rates but the combination 
of early engagement and value-based pricing.

•	 Ensure that policies support value-based pricing, 
regardless of the RFP approach and product 
complexity: This support is particularly crucial for 
proactive approaches, which may allow shaping 
value perceptions.

Individual level:
•	 Proactive: Use early interactions (e.g. budget 

shifts, informal discussions) for value 
quantification.

•	 Reactive: Anchor value in RFPs to craft proposals.
Antecedents of sales and pricing approaches
Orientations
•	 B2G: Initial insights about the 

firm-level orientation regarding B2G 
customer depth and width 
(Josephson et  al. 2019), however 
specific guidance for sales team 
behavior remains underexplored.

•	 B2B: Firm orientations impact the 
behavior of sales teams (e.g. 
Jaworski and Kohli 1993).

B2G excellence begins with the 
organizational orientation:
•	 Beyond government 

orientation, strategic future 
and risk orientation foster 
sales teams’ capabilities.

•	 These capabilities empower 
them for B2G sales and 
pricing.

•	 Introduces the construct 
of government orientation 
and opens new research 
on organizational 
orientations and their role 
in B2G.

•	 Highlights the role of 
organizational orientations 
in shaping behaviors, 
reflecting higher-order 
resources in the RBV.

Firm level:
•	 Empower salespeople for B2G: Commit to the 

public sector, adopt a long-term perspective, and 
accept risks.

•	 Ensure that organizational strategy and resource 
allocation signal support for B2G capabilities and 
activities.

Individual level:
•	 Choose organizations whose orientations match 

personal ambition (e.g. government 
commitment).

•	 Align personal development with firm orientation 
(e.g. strengthen political skill) to reinforce the 
firm’s direction.

(Continued)
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has either focused on sales and pricing approaches in isola-
tion (cf. Dax et  al. 2019; Rothkopf and Harstad 1994) or 
associated reactive approaches with transactional pricing (cf. 
Kuhlman and Johnson 1983; Sugrue 1982). This combined 
assessment is important as it helps resolve long-term debates 
and inconsistent findings on the role of customer relation-
ships in formalized RFP settings. While some studies suggest 
that RFPs harm relationships (e.g. Donaldson 1996; Jap 
2003; Smart and Harrison 2003), others show that the effect 
of a salesperson’s relationship with buyers on supplier selec-
tion is nonsignificant (Doney and Cannon 1997) or even 
positive (Dax et  al. 2019). As such, our findings help resolve 
inconsistencies in prior research by revealing that value ori-
entation in customer interactions improves sales perfor-
mance in both reactive and proactive strategies.

Third, beyond advancing our understanding of successful 
sales and pricing approaches in B2G contexts, our research 
addresses a gap in understanding the organizational drivers 
of these approaches. Prior research commonly evaluates per-
formance outcomes from specific sales behaviors (Chase and 
Murtha 2019), but focuses less on the organizational foun-
dations that enable such behaviors. Our results nuance this 
view by showing that B2G selling requires distinct organiza-
tional orientations and sales team capabilities. This shifts the 
discussion from evaluating the performance outcomes of 
proactive strategies to understanding the organizational pre-
requisites that make such strategies executable. Specifically, 
we identify three key organizational orientations (i.e. govern-
ment, strategic future, and risk) that function as higher-order 
resources enabling firms to cope with the high complexity, 
information asymmetries, and institutional constraints in 
public procurement. Building on the RBV, we demonstrate 
that these orientations foster two critical capabilities (i.e. 
political skill and data analysis savviness) that enable sales-
people to deploy proactive RFP behavior and value-based 
pricing more effectively. These findings show how organiza-
tions can create conditions that support capability develop-
ment for effective sales and pricing behavior and extend 
RBV to highly formalized public procurement environments. 
By enhancing the understanding of how to steer sales teams’ 
behavior in B2G contexts, these findings also contribute to 
research on sales force decisions (Singh et  al. 2019) and to 
research on how sales organizations can enable their sales-
people to manage uncertain environments (Mullins, Chase, 
and Friend 2024). In line with prior research on sales to the 

government (Josephson et  al. 2019), our findings further 
indicate that government orientation plays a particularly 
critical role as a foundational organizational resource in B2G 
markets, exhibiting performance effects beyond its role in 
capability development.

Managerial implications

Our findings provide actionable guidelines for developing 
and implementing B2G sales and pricing strategies. We 
highlight which B2G strategies, comprising sales and pricing 
approaches, drive B2G sales performance and how managers 
can align organizational resources and capabilities to sup-
port them.

Sales and pricing approaches
With respect to sales approaches, our findings emphasize the 
need for a clear RFP approach, either highly proactive or 
reactive, particularly when selling complex products. Without 
such a clear RFP approach, sales teams risk hampering per-
formance by remaining “stuck in the middle” of being nei-
ther highly efficient (i.e. reactive) nor highly effective (i.e. 
proactive). As teams adopting a proactive RFP approach 
tend to achieve the strongest performance (see Figure 2), we 
advise salespeople to extend their sales activities into the 
pre-RFP phase. This may involve approaching government 
customers based on public procurement signals to anticipate 
opportunities (e.g. tracking contract expirations) or generate 
them (e.g. through contracts of partner companies that can 
facilitate access to public buyers).

While proactive RFP approaches may lead to the highest 
B2G sales performance, our findings show that pursuing 
reactive approaches can also be competitive in public mar-
kets. For such approaches, we advise sales managers to be 
highly vigilant and strategic in terms of resource manage-
ment (i.e. defining how much effort to invest in an oppor-
tunity relative to the expected benefits) and market 
monitoring (i.e. ensuring efficient reaction to opportunities). 
This is particularly important for organizations that, given 
their orientations and capabilities, are either unwilling (e.g. 
due to other strategic priorities) or unable (e.g. due to 
resource constraints) to pursue proactive B2G sales.

Regarding pricing approaches, our findings highlight the 
importance of value-based pricing in B2G markets and 

Current understanding  
(prior B2G/B2B research)

New B2G insight  
(this study) Theoretical implications Managerial implications

Capabilities
•	 B2G: Research focus is often on 

compliance issues and associated 
challenges, rather than sales team 
enablement (e.g. Josephson et  al. 
2019).

•	 B2B: Insights on sales team 
enablement for value-based pricing 
in industrial settings, but limited 
consideration of markets with high 
transparency and formalization 
(Raja et  al. 2020).

Proactive RFP behavior and 
value-based pricing in B2G need 
dual capabilities:
•	 Political skill (to understand 

public sector settings and 
dynamics).

•	 Data analysis savviness (to 
uncover and apply signals).

•	 Highlights the relevance 
of public sector 
capabilities.

•	 Provides insights for how 
sales force enablement 
and capability 
development can be 
tailored to public sector 
environments.

Firm level:
•	 Recruit based on B2G capabilities (e.g. public 

sector literacy, analytical skills).
•	 Build capability development programs that 

shape relational and analytical practices.
Individual level:
•	 Map stakeholder landscape of each account 

while respecting formal public sector constraints.
•	 Use AI tools and track long-term policy priorities.

Table 2.  Continued.
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challenge the common reliance on cost-driven pricing. Many 
sales managers assume that winning public contracts depends 
solely on offering the lowest price. In contrast, our results 
show that value-based pricing leads to superior performance 
outcomes, especially when combined with proactive selling 
that allows strategic alignment between pricing strategies 
and customer value creation.

Orientations and capabilities
To implement these strategies effectively, we provide action-
able guidelines that can help firms build the required orga-
nizational structures. More specifically, we focus on how to 
navigate B2G sales in terms of orientations and capabilities.

Regarding orientations, our findings indicate that a strong 
orientation toward the public market fosters critical B2G 
capabilities. To cultivate this orientation, managers should 
establish a strategic and structural commitment to the public 
sector that strengthens specialization in serving public cus-
tomers, enhances awareness of public sector requirements, 
and embeds public market expertise throughout the organi-
zation. This involves positioning the public sector as a 
defined strategic priority, setting explicit B2G goals, and 
dedicating resources to public sector market intelligence. 
Firms can further support this orientation by institutionaliz-
ing structures that anchor public sector knowledge such as 
specialized public sector units or roles, cross-functional rou-
tines that integrate public customer specificities into plan-
ning processes, and strategic planning cycles that explicitly 
account for public sector dynamics. As part of reinforcing 
this orientation, managers could invest in recruiting individ-
uals with public sector experience and in organizational 
learning mechanisms that systematically deepen both formal 
and informal knowledge about public sector operations.

Furthermore, our findings indicate that a strategic future 
orientation that values the long-term B2G potential is 

critical for fostering these capabilities. Managers can 
strengthen this orientation by communicating long-term 
strategy pillars and embedding them in incentive structures, 
for example, by increasing the weight of long-term goals in 
performance evaluations. In contrast, firms that adopt a 
reactive sales strategy may benefit from key performance 
indicator-driven management systems that support focused 
post-RFP execution. Tracking short-term indicators, such as 
the number of RFPs analyzed or responded to per week, can 
help ensure alignment between sales activities and strategic 
objectives.

Drawing on our findings that the selling organization’s 
risk orientation plays a key role in fostering sales teams’ 
capabilities in B2G exchanges, we further advise sales man-
agers to encourage sales teams to take risks and invest in 
specific B2G exchanges. To do so, managers could set 
account-based sales targets that drive corresponding resource 
allocations.

Finally, our findings highlight the capabilities required to 
implement proactive RFP behaviors and value-based pricing 
effectively in complex B2G contexts. In particular, our find-
ings stress the importance of relational capabilities and ana-
lytical capabilities. Regarding relational capabilities, political 
skill is crucial for enabling proactiveness and value-based 
pricing. To develop political skill, sales managers should 
establish structured development programs, including men-
toring initiatives or role plays. Importantly, we recommend 
that these programs include modules tailored to the B2G 
context, such as public stakeholder mapping and 
cross-functional workshops, to help salespeople identify and 
understand key decision makers within the public sector.

Regarding analytical capabilities, our findings indicate 
that data analysis savviness is key to transforming data-related 
signals into early engagement and tailored proposal prices. 
Sales teams should be able to identify central customer 
needs not only from RFP documents but also from related 

Figure 2.  B2G strategy–performance matrix.
Notes: The mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of market performance per group are shown.
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public information. Beyond extracting data, the ability to 
interpret and translate insights into customer-specific offers 
is essential (Ingenbleek 2007). Firms can facilitate this by 
leveraging IT tools to enable data-informed sales behavior 
and more precisely estimate customers’ maximum WTP. To 
embed these capabilities, sales managers should prioritize 
recruiting tech-savvy professionals, provide access to analyt-
ics tools, and offer resources on best practices for translating 
data into action. Fostering a data-driven culture and close 
coordination with IT departments can further ensure effec-
tive data-sharing and informed decision making, supported 
by integrated data platforms that enable knowledge exchange 
among sales team members.

Policy implications

In addition to providing managerial implications for firms, 
our findings offer important implications for policymakers 
aiming to enhance the effectiveness of public procurement. 
The documented decline in supplier participation, marked 
by a 54% drop and a rising share of single bids (Eßig, von 
Deimling, and Glas 2021), poses a substantial threat to com-
petition and innovation in the public sector. Our results help 
explain why this decline may occur. High-performing firms 
frequently rely on activities before formal RFP publication. 
Such early-stage engagements allow firms to interpret policy 
signals or anticipate future needs that are not captured in 
formal RFP documents. These informal dynamics tend to 
favor experienced incumbents, while newer or smaller sup-
pliers—who rely solely on RFPs—face disadvantages. Given 
the observed U-shaped relationship between pre-RFP engage-
ment and market performance, early efforts without suffi-
cient experience may backfire, reinforcing barriers to entry 
and contributing to declining supplier participation, particu-
larly among startups (Orazem et  al. 2017).

Against this backdrop, we suggest several measures to 
support broader and more effective participation in public 

procurement. First, policymakers should counterbalance early 
access advantages by establishing transparent mechanisms for 
early-stage engagement. For example, interactive platforms 
could enable public buyers to articulate challenges and invite 
suppliers to submit solution concepts rather than responding 
to predefined specifications. Second, structured onboarding 
programs and centralized access to procurement data can 
lower costs and perceived risks. Third, feedback for all bid-
ders—including unsuccessful ones—can enhance the learning 
value of participation for suppliers and increase long-term 
engagement. Ultimately, policymakers should balance proce-
dural compliance with practical effectiveness to encourage 
broad and fair involvement across the procurement ecosystem.

Limitations and future research avenues

While our study advances the understanding of sales and 
pricing in B2G markets, it is subject to limitations that offer 
opportunities for future research. First, while we identify 
product complexity as an important contingency, additional 
contextual factors may further shape B2G strategy effective-
ness. Second, we focus on RFP-based procurement, but gov-
ernments may also use other mechanisms such as requests 
for quotes or auctions. Third, the empirical setting is limited 
to European public procurement, which may differ from 
other procurement regimes in transparency rules and evalu-
ation criteria.

Building on these limitations and on RBV as our theoret-
ical lens, Table 3 outlines a research agenda aimed at extend-
ing our work by examining the microfoundations of 
capability deployment, institutional logics shaping strategy 
effectiveness, and contextual conditions that determine when 
and how B2G strategies create performance advantages.
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Table 3. O verview of future research avenues.

Research areas Exemplary research questions

1. Advancing research on 
drivers of B2G sales 
effectiveness

•	 How can the upsides of proactive RFP and value-based pricing approaches be managed? For example, which mechanisms 
such as monetary incentives influence sales teams’ willingness and ability to deploy these strategies?

•	 How do team composition and expertise diversity within B2G sales teams influence their ability to execute effective selling 
strategies?

2. Advancing research on 
value-based pricing in 
public procurement

•	 Which value dimensions (e.g. economic, operational, societal, environmental) are most influential in public procurement 
evaluation processes?

•	 How does the institutional setting affect public buyers’ weighting of long-term vs. short-term value dimensions in 
evaluations, and how can sales teams respond to it?

3. Understanding the impact 
of industries and types of 
government customers

•	 How do differences in administrative structure across public customers (e.g. federal, state, local) influence the benefits of 
sales and pricing approaches?

•	 How do exogenous shocks (e.g. geopolitical conflicts, economic crises) differentially affect B2G domains (e.g. defense, 
healthcare), and how do such shifts alter the effectiveness of resource-based capabilities in driving performance?

4. Extending the findings to 
different procurement 
mechanisms

•	 How effective are distinct sales and pricing strategies across different procurement mechanisms (e.g. requests for quotes or 
auctions)?

•	 How do framework agreements with multi-year duration alter the relevance of proactive engagement and value-based 
pricing?

5. Extending the findings to 
cross-national comparisons

•	 How do B2G sales and pricing strategies differ in effectiveness across procurement regimes (e.g. European Union, United 
States, Asia)?

•	 How do political, cultural, or administrative differences across countries shape the value and applicability of firms resources 
and capabilities?

6. Toward a longitudinal 
perspective on B2G 
exchanges

•	 How do suppliers manage post-award interactions to shape future opportunities while complying with public governance 
norms?

•	 Do awarded contracts create spillover legitimacy effects that influence future evaluations by other public entities?
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