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INTRODUCTION 
 

Market Orientation (MO) helps achieve 
competitive advantage through understanding 
market conditions, and adapting to those (Kirca, 
Jayachandran, and Bearden, 2005; Slater and 
Narver, 1995).  In this age of globalization, 
companies operating globally would thus be 
interested in knowing if the nature of market 
orientation and its beneficial impact on 
performance remains consistent across 
countries. Past meta-analyses  (Cano, Carrillat, 
and Jaramillo, 2004; Ellis, 2006; Grinstein, 
2008; Kirca et al., 2005)  on market orientation 
have confirmed the positive impact of market 
orientation on global markets. These meta 
analyses, however, did not provide a complete 
picture of the global nature and role of market 
orientation that includes an exploration of its 
antecedents, performance impacts, moderating 
and mediating influences and its relative 
importance vis-à-vis other strategic 
orientations. The nature of the research method 
(meta-analysis) also restricted the breadth of 
articles covered in these papers.  Given the 
rapid change in the world of global business 

and competition over the last decade, this 
complete picture is needed to holistically 
understand the development and role of market 
orientations on a global scale. A global nature 
and role of market orientation depend upon 
which environmental factors moderate the 
generation of MO and its impact on 
performance and to what extent. A current 
growing percentage of studies are indicating 
that market orientation’s impact is more 
complex than thought before. It is thus 
imperative for organizations, and particularly 
their marketing and management functions, to 
get a better grasp of the global role MO and its 
relative importance vis-à-vis other strategic 
orientations.  
 
This paper provides a holistic picture of the 
global nature of market orientation. It is a 
comprehensive evaluation of the role of market 
orientation in organizational performance 
across countries. It determines the possible 
global nature of market orientation. It explores 
if the nature and strength of market orientation 
and its impact on performance stay the same 
across different markets, and investigates 
factors responsible for any difference. It also 
brings into the discussion the varying 
importance of market orientation vis-à-vis other 
strategic orientations across country markets. 
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This paper is a historical analysis of the nature and role of market orientation in global markets. The 
two-fold goals are to understand first, if market orientation is global in terms of its development, 
nature, and desired strength, and second if its impact on organizational performance is consistent 
across countries. Articles on market orientation between 1995 and 2018 were qualitatively analyzed. 
Analysis shows that market orientation is global to the extent that there are global antecedents of 
market orientation, and on average, market orientation positively impacts organizational 
performance across countries. At the same time country environmental and organizational factors 
moderate the development and nature of market orientation in each country, the development of 
strategic dynamic capabilities generated from market orientation and, through the latter, its impact 
on different kinds of performances. Both similarities and differences exist across countries, 
environmentally similar and different and within-country for different performance variables. The 
analysis could not bring out set patterns, making generalization difficult and unwise. Findings also 
indicate that for global competitiveness, market orientation will likely need to be complemented by 
one or more other strategic orientations. Degree of relative importance of strategic orientations for 
competitive advantage will vary based on country environments and organizational factors. 
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This evaluation is performed through a 
historical analysis of published studies on 
market orientation in different markets. The 
paper culminates in a global framework for 
market orientation. The paper follows the 
following sequence. Theoretical background 
information on market orientation, research 
propositions, research method, historical 
analysis, framework, conclusion and 
implications.  
 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
 
Market orientation (MO), stated simply, is the 
implementation of the marketing concept. The 
marketing concept is a market-driven and 
logical thought process that places the customer 
at the heart of all company operations. Its 
implementation leads to greater organizational 
commitment, higher customer satisfaction, and 
stronger firm performance (Kohli and Jaworski, 
1990; Narver and Slater, 1990).  
  
Narver and Slater (1990) consider market 
orientation as a culture where company norms 
and attitudes create a belief that customers are 
always at the center of company operations. 
Understanding, analyzing, and satisfying 
current and evolving customer needs are of 
prime importance. The authors argue that MO 
culture can be achieved by developing and 
aligning the three interrelated forces of 
customer orientation, competitor orientation 
and inter-functional coordination.  

 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990), on the other hand, 
adopt a process and behavior-based view of 
market orientation which includes the three 
elements of information acquisition, 
dissemination and responsiveness. Market 
intelligence is acquired and analyzed to create 
knowledge, disseminated throughout the 
organization to develop strategies for 
competing.  
  
Together, the two views discuss the 
complementary market-oriented organizational 
forces (culture and behavior), that help achieve 
customer satisfaction (Dalgic, 1998). An 
organizational culture characterized by a strong 
motivation by employees to follow competitor 
moves, customer needs, and market trends, is 
likely to facilitate generation, dissemination and 

response to information (Jaworski and Kohli, 
1993). MO culture should lead to MO behavior.  

 
The consensus today is that market orientation 
has both an intangible facet, based on culture, 
values and norms, and a more tangible one, 
based on behavior. These behaviors ultimately 
drive business success (Carr and Lopez, 2007; 
Homburg and Pflesser, 2000; Cadogan, 2003; 
Harris, 1998; Jaworski and Kohli, 1996). 
Market-orientated organizations depend on 
knowledge derived from customer and 
competitor analysis, which is shared across the 
organization, to deliver superior customer 
experience (Day, 1994; Narver and Slater, 
1990). This makes market orientation a 
capability of the firm that is critical for long 
term performance (Day, 1994; Despande and 
Farley, 1998; Slater and Narver, 1995).  

 
Customer needs and wants can be obvious and 
well expressed by the consumer but also latent, 
something that the consumer is not yet aware 
(Narver, Slater, and MacLachlan, 2004). Firms 
need to consider both for innovation and long 
term customer satisfaction and organizational 
growth. Thus, the nature of market orientation, 
which is a foundation for innovation, has been 
refined to create two complimentary types: 
responsive market orientation and proactive 
market orientation (Narver, Slater, and 
MacLachlan, 2004). Responsive market 
orientation is driven by the market and attempts 
to satisfy consumers’ expressed needs and 
wants. Proactive market orientation is market 
driving in that it attempts to change the 
market’s structure and consumer behavior by 
proactively understanding latent needs and 
satisfying the same (Jaworski, Kohli, and 
Sahay, 2000; Narver, Slater, and MacLachlan, 
2004). Multiple studies done on the Profit 
Impact of Marketing Strategy (PIMS) database 
have consistently shown that product quality 
and marketing expenditures (actionable 
expressions of market orientation) positively 
impact performance of organizations (Buzzell 
and Chusil, 1985; Buzzell and Wiersema, 
1981).  

 
In today’s hypercompetitive and diverse 
international markets, it is becoming obvious 
that application of intangible resources, such as 
knowledge and information-derived from 
human resources (as against tangible resources) 
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to develop business and marketing capabilities 
surrounding consumer usage experience and 
competitors’ moves, provides the most value-in
-use and creates a foundation for the most cash 
flow and competitive advantage (Lusch, Vargo, 
and Malter, 2006). The service dominant logic 
of marketing stresses the importance of 
developing intangible competencies and 
capabilities to effectively satisfy the varying 
consumer and market demands in international 
markets (Lusch, Vargo, and Malter, 2006). 
Capabilities to absorb market information, 
competencies to analyze market needs, and 
capabilities of collaborating with value chain 
partners and consumers should become the 
hallmark characteristics of a market-oriented 
organization.   

 
Phillip Kotler (1986) draws a broad capability 
approach to marketing, which is particularly 
relevant to international markets. Calling it 
“megamarketing,” he stresses that organizations 
need to develop a broad range of capabilities to 
successfully enter and operate in markets that 
provide challenges on multiple fronts. To target 
these challenges organizations must not only 
use information to proactively engage in 
driving the customer market, but also 
collaborate with partners to meet the needs of 
the market to the point of using political power 
and coercion, if needed. 

 
The above discussion indicates that market 
orientation is born off the culture of the 
organization. A market-oriented organizational 
culture should result in market-oriented 
behaviors which are a set of complementary 
capabilities that can effectively respond to and 
drive the demands of the market and customers, 
resulting in a positive impact on both financial 
and non-financial performance. The kind of 
capabilities needed will likely be both similar 
and different across international markets, 
depending on how similar and different the 
realities and demands are. 

  
RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS 

 
Globalness of Market Orientation and Its 
Impact on Performance 
 
Globalness is the degree to which a 
phenomenon or construct is more or less 
globally applicable, recognized and 

standardized (Dimofte, Johansson, and 
Ronkainen, 2008; Sichtmann and 
Diamantapoulos, 2013). In regards to market 
orientation, it relates to the globalness of its 
antecedents, the process of its development, its 
nature and strength, its impact on firm 
performance and its importance for competitive 
advantage.  
  
Contingency theory states that the process of 
internationalization of firms and eventual 
success in foreign markets depends on various 
contextual factors. These factors can be both 
internal to the organization and external in the 
environment (Cadogan and Cui, 2004; 
Atuahene-Gima, Slater, and Olsen, 2005; Jones, 
1999; Roberts, 1999). An organization’s 
operational leadership perspectives, and its 
abilities to both critically absorb and process 
market information (market-driven) to discover 
latent market needs and steer the structure and 
the behavior of the market in a certain direction 
(market driving) are the two factors that impact 
the type of market orientation the firm will 
develop (Jaworski, Kohli, and Sahay, 2000; 
Jaworski, Narver, Slater and Maclachlan, 2004; 
Narver and Slater,1990). 
  
National cultural mores tend to influence 
leadership perspectives, type of decision 
making and organizational cultures (Huang and 
Dastmalchian, 2006). For companies operating 
in foreign markets, unfamiliar environments 
make it more difficult to read markets and 
effectively collect and process market 
information. Information could be of low 
quality, incomplete, be available in a form 
which is difficult to process and may take 
longer to collect (Cadogan, et al., 2002; Ellis, 
2007). The above difficulties should negatively 
impact both market driving and market-driven 
capabilities. Developing one or both these 
abilities to the optimum level will also take 
time in a foreign market. Additionally, the 
optimum level of efficacy will depend upon the 
levels of market-driven and market driving 
capabilities competitors in that market have. 
Thus, across markets, differences in country 
environments, and in the number and strength 
of competitors in each market should impact 
development of the extent and kind of market 
orientation, and dynamic capabilities. 
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Literature has shown that market orientation’s 
impact on performance is not universally 
positive, with some studies showing no effect 
and some with negative effect (Deshpande, 
Farley, and Webster, 2000; Harris, 2001). 
Research argues this is because market 
orientation as a resource has only potential 
benefits to offer and the actual impact on 
performance occurs only when market-oriented 
knowledge is translated into dynamic 
capabilities and deployed in the form of 
implementable strategies (Ketchen, Hult, and 
Slater, 2007; Murray, Gao, and Kotabe, 2011). 
Degree of innovativeness (Han, Kim, and 
Srivastava, 1998) and product development 
capabilities (Peng and Lin, 2017) have been 
shown to mediate impacts of market orientation 
and other strategic orientations on performance. 
This transformation of MO knowledge into MO 
capabilities and its deployment can be impacted 
by environmental realities, such as national 
culture, communication systems, regulations, 
transportation infrastructure, degree of 
competition and types of relationships to name 
a few (Tsai, Chou, and Kuo, 2008). An analysis 
of the PIMS database with a particular 
objective of understanding marketing 
strategies’ impact on global expansion showed 
that marketing and technological capabilities 
are of prime importance for both pioneering 
market entry and profitability. These 
capabilities facilitate comprehension of the 
competitive demands in different markets and 
development of adaptive strategies to cater to 
the same (Chang, 1996) 
  
The above discussion indicates that contexts in 
international markets should impact generation 
of MO, development of market-oriented 
capabilities and deployment of these resources. 
This, in turn, should change the degree of 
impact on performance. 
 
Globalness of Market Orientation’s Impact 
on Competitive Advantage  
 
Market orientation is a multifaceted concept. 
MO behavior – a concerted action of collecting, 
disseminating, analyzing and responding to 
market information – should create a shared 
memory within the organization. Over time this 
shared memory leads to organizational learning, 
which when reinforced develops into dynamic 
capabilities (Day 1994, Narver and Slater, 

1995).  The culture of MO – the orientation 
towards customers, competitors and a strong 
coordination across functions –should support 
development of these capabilities, by creating 
an atmosphere of collaborative innovation and 
entrepreneurship, thereby facilitating 
improvements in organizational systems and 
processes. These should make it easier to 
identify and satisfy current, latent and future 
needs of customers (Kumar, Jones, Venkatesan, 
and Leone, 2011). Development of market-
oriented processes of collaboration and 
knowledge management are usually complex 
and diverse, given the unique culture of an 
organization and the realities it faces. Thus, 
these processes and the resulting market-
oriented learning and capabilities should evolve 
organically for organizations operating in 
different country markets and may need to be 
adapted even for any particular organization as 
it expands and grows its presence in any 
particular country market. Market orientation 
can thus be considered to be a valuable, 
imperfectly inimitable and socially complex 
resource, with components which are highly 
interdependent. Research has shown MO to 
provide a rare, valuable and inimitable 
knowledge base (Menguc and Auh, 2006; 
Morgan, Vorhies, and Mason, 2009) and to 
affect a firm’s innovativeness, helping meet 
customers’ evolving needs and wants, and 
leading to higher perception of quality and 
customer loyalty (Han et al., 1998; Slater and 
Narver, 1994). These in turn affect financial 
performance through increased competitive 
advantage in the areas of repeat purchases, less 
negative word of mouth, and higher prices and/
or lower costs (Henard and Syzmanski, 2001; 
Slater and Narver, 1994).  This is supported by 
the Resource Based View (RBV) of the firm, 
which sees market-oriented activities as a 
business resource and capability,  helping firms 
achieve competitive advantage, and strong 
performance (Dimitratos and Plakoyanaki, 
2003; Hult and Ketchen, 2001; Hunt and 
Morgan, 1995; Narver and Slater, 1990). 
  
As argued above, foreign market environments 
will likely impact development of MO by 
moderating impacts of antecedents, such as 
leadership and activities of information 
collection and processing.  This may result both 
in different types (natures) of MO (responsive-
market driven or proactive-market driving) with 
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varying levels (strengths) in different countries. 
Impact of a changed MO will result in changed 
dynamic capabilities. Change in MO and 
capabilities in different markets should 
differently impact performance and competitive 
advantage in these markets. Thus in different 
markets, given the performance objectives of 
the organization and the moderating influence 
of environments, it may be feasible and 
desirable to develop MO only of a certain 
nature and to a certain level. Depending on this 
nature and level of MO (and associated 
capabilities) in a foreign market and the market 
realities, MO may need the help of other 
strategic orientations (international, learning, 
entrepreneurial and technology) and related 
capabilities to achieve and sustain competitive 
advantage. The differences in the level of 
learning needed in new markets, the system of 
technology in use, the degree of market 
dynamism, the extent of competition and the 
types of consumer needs in markets, may push 
MO to collaborate and interact with other 
strategic firm orientations to gain an advantage 
(Barrett and Weinstein, 1998). This synergy 
with other strategic orientations should make 
the combined strategic orientations and related 
capabilities even more difficult to imitate and 
hence rare. MO is important for competitive 
advantage in all markets, but its relative role 
and importance will likely change with 
changing market realities and demands. 
  
Based on the above discussion, the following 
research propositions are being made. The 
propositions, in sum, state that contextual 
factors existing in different country markets 
will change the qualitative nature of MO, its 
levels and its impact on performance. It will 
also change the role MO plays in achieving 
competitive advantage. These impacts should 
lessen the degree of globalness of MO.  

P1: Market orientation is not global: Even 
though the antecedents of market 
orientation may remain global, the 
nature (type) and extent (level) of 
market orientation developed in 
different markets is moderated by 
contextual factors 

P2: Market orientation’s impact on 
performance is not global, it is 
moderated by contextual factors 

P3: The importance and role of market 
orientation in competitive advantage 
is not global, it is moderated by 
contextual factors 

 
RESEARCH METHOD 

  
The international exploration of market 
orientation takes place through a historical 
analysis of the contents of academic articles on 
market orientation. The articles were published 
between 1995 and 2018 and investigate market 
orientation in different country markets. 
Findings are amalgamated and then interpreted. 
An exploratory research method will help find 
answers to the research propositions through a 
holistic comparison across countries, of the 
development and impact of market orientation 
on performance and the contextual factors that 
moderate the same. 
  
Historical analysis is a process of gathering, 
examining and summarizing the records of the 
past (Golder and Tellis, 1993). The records of 
the past (articles) chosen for this analysis are all 
publicly available sources of information. The 
advantage of historical analysis is that it 
captures multiple narratives from experts as the 
topic of discussion and analysis progresses 
overtime. So it can be seen as prospective, 
rather than retrospective (Golder and Tellis, 
1993). Researchers have often urged for the use 
of the historical analysis in marketing (Nevett, 
1991).  
  
Historical analysis also helps in theory 
development (Shah and Corley, 2006). 
Historical analysis helps unearth the “why” and 
“how” of phenomenon that is evolving. With 
globalization, the business environments and 
consumers in different countries are changing. 
For companies going international, these 
changes affect what it takes to be market-
oriented, satisfy customers, and have a 
competitive edge. This makes the phenomenon 
of development of market orientation and its 
impact on performance evolving. This evolving 
nature of a phenomenon not only needs theory 
testing, but also theory development. Historical 
analysis of a comprehensive set of articles, 
develops a holistic knowledge, and unearths 
intricate and nuanced workings of a 
phenomenon.  
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Articles were searched and selected on ABI 
Inform and Business Source Elite using a 
combination of keywords, such as the 
following, paired with market orientation: 
international business, national culture, 
economic environment, market forces, 
organizational culture, international marketing, 
exporting, international markets, organizational 
performance, and other closely related terms, as 
well as terms that reflect different facets of a 
construct, such as customer loyalty and profits 
for performance. These two databases are the 
biggest and most utilized databases for business 
academics.  The choice of the search words 
were based on findings and frameworks of 
previous reviews on market orientation (Cano 
et al., 2004; Ellis, 2006; Grinstein, 2008;  Kirca 
et al., 2005).  The search resulted in a total of 
96 usable articles from a wide range of 
journals, dates and countries. The articles 
collectively cover issues of market orientation 
between 1995 and 2018, in over 35 countries 
across all continents. Some articles limit 
themselves to one country, and some compare 
multiple countries. Some countries, such as 
China, Taiwan, EU and the US, are investigated 
more frequently than others. The firms and 
industries covered are equally diverse, 
including small and large, global and national, 
private and state owned companies, in banking, 
insurance, museums, and a wide variety of 
manufacturing and service industries. The 
employees interviewed were mostly middle to 
higher managers and CEOs, in some cases.  

 
The historical analysis follows the same pattern 
as the development of the research questions. It 
first answers if market orientation across the 
world is global in nature. This includes a 
discussion of the antecedents of market 
orientation and mediating and moderating 
impacts in its development. This is followed by 
an answer to the question if the impact of 
market orientation on performance is global. 
This also includes a discussion of mediating 
and moderating factors that impact market 
orientation - performance relationships. Finally, 
the section on historical analysis explores the 
question of the impact and role of market 
orientation in global competitiveness of firms. 
Table 1 in Appendix provides a snapshot of 
findings from articles selected for the historical 
analysis. The findings are categorized under 
three broad categories, reflecting the three 

research questions and further sub-categorized 
to reflect the discussion below.  

 
HISTORICAL ANALYSIS 

 
Globalness of Market Orientation  
  
About thirty percent of the articles discussed 
development of market orientation in different 
countries and impacts of specific antecedents. 
This set of articles, however, establishes that 
many of the antecedents of market orientation 
are common across culturally and economically 
diverse nations and across different industries. 
Only about fifteen percent of articles 
investigated contextual moderators of 
antecedent-market orientation relationships. 
This could be seen as a surprisingly small 
number, given the general understanding that 
environments in different countries matter. 
These articles do show that the despite the large 
consistency in antecedents and their impacts on 
MO, contextual factors impact the levels of 
these antecedents, their relative importance, and 
interaction across countries, in turn, affecting 
MO’s nature and strength.  
  
The primary antecedents of MO that are 
common across countries are leadership, 
organizational culture, organizational structure, 
and organizational processes, policies and 
procedures. Top management’s outlook and 
behavior, and the procedures and policies they 
lay down, set the tone and direction for an 
organization. Senior management’s perception 
of environmental forces, their degree of risk 
taking, experience with marketing, level of 
education, people-oriented, and particularly 
their emphasis on market orientation, influence 
the organization to generate MO (Brettel et al., 
2008; Horng and Chen, 1998; Pulendran et al., 
1996; Ranjbarian, Kaboli, and Rojuee, 2012; 
Selnes, Jaworski, and Kohli, 1996; Shoham and 
Rose, 2001; Winston and Dadzie, 2002; 
Wolfgang, 1996).  

 
Structures, processes, policies and procedures 
form a firm’s backbone and a certain desirable 
combination when aligned, facilitate market-
oriented culture and behaviors. Across 
countries that are different in culture, economy, 
political structure and market characteristics, 
degree of centralization or decentralization and 
formalization in structure facilitate the 
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TABLE 1: 
Findings from Historical Analysis of Articles  

Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research Findings Authors (year) Countries 

Globalness 
of Market 

Orientation 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  Antecedents of 
MO 

  
  

  

TOP MANAGEMENT OUTLOOK & 
BEHAVIOR 

  
  

  
  

  
  

Emphasis on MO by top management 
  

Ranjbarian et al. (2012); 
Winston & Dadzie (2002); 
Pulendran et al. (2000); 
Horng & Cheng (1998); 
Selnes et al. (1996) 

Iran; Kenya & 
Nigeria; Austral-
ia; Taiwan; US & 
Scandanavia 
  

Risk taking by top management Ranjbarian et al. (2012); 
Shoham & Rose (2001) 
  

Iran; Israel 
  

Perception of environmental changes by 
management 
  

Ranjbarian et al. (2012) Iran 
  

Education of top management 
  

Horng & Cheng (1998) Taiwan 
  

Marketing experience of top manage-
ment 
  

Horng & Cheng (1998) 
  

Taiwan 
  

People orientation of top management 
  

Horng & Cheng (1998) Taiwan 

Marketing executive in top management 
  

Wolfgang (1996) Germany 
  

Participatory and considerate leadership Brettel et al. (2008) Germany, Thai-
land & Indonesia 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES, 
POLICIES & PROCEDURES 
  

    

Market-based reward system Ranjbarian et al. (2012); 
Cadogan et al. (2001); 
Shoham & Rose (2001); 
Pulendran et al. (2000); 
Selnes et al. (1996) 
  

Iran; New Zea-
land, & Finland; 
Israel; Australia; 
US & Scandina-
via 

  
Market-oriented staffing 
  

Brettel et al. (2008) 
  

Germany, Thai-
land and Indone-
sia 

  
Training to develop management capa-
bilities 
  

Cadogan et al. (2001); 
Horng & Cheng (1998) 

New Zealand, & 
Finland; Taiwan 

  
Intensity and Contents of Planning 
  

Brettel et al. (2008) 
  

Germany, Thai-
land & Indonesia 

  
Quality, speed, capacity and formality of 
intelligence tasks 
  

Nakata (2002) 23 Countries 
  

Inter-departmental coordination 
  

Ranjbarian et al. (2012) 
  

Iran 
  

Internationalization 
  

Cadogan et al. (2009) 
  

Finland 
  

Dependence on foreign markets 
  

Ellis (2007); Cadogan et al. 
(2002) 
  

Taiwan; US 
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TABLE 1: 
Continued  

Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  
International cooperation 
  

Gluic and Mihanovic 
(2016) 
  

Croatia 
  

  
Export coordination (capabilities) 
  

Cadogan et al. (2006); 
Cadogan et al. (2002); 
Cadogan et al. (2001) 
  

Hong Kong; US; 
New Zealand, & 
Finland 

  

  
Responsibility of employees for MO 
  

Homburg & Pflesser 
(2000) 
  

Germany 
  

  Strategic alliance Shin et al. (2012) US & Korea 

  
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

      

  
Centralization/Decentralization 
(depends on national culture) 
  

Ranjbarian et al. (2012); 
Brettel et al. (2008); Ca-
dogan et al. (2006); Selnes 
et al. (1996) 
  

Iran; Germany, 
Thailand and Indo-
nesia; Hong Kong; 
US & Scandinavia 

  

  
Formalization 
  

Cadogan et al. (2006); Li 
et al. (2006) 
  

Hong Kong; China 
  

  Private ownership Winston & Dadzie (2002) Kenya, Nigeria 

  ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE     

  
Artifacts of MO (stories, rituals and 
language) 
  

Homburg & Pflesser 
(2000) 
  

Germany 
  

  
Market-oriented attitude 
  

Kuster & Vila (2011) 
  

Spain 
  

  
Commitment 
  

Chang and Fang (2015); 
Cadogan et al. (2001) 
  

Taiwan; New  
Zealand, & Finland 

  

  
Trust (Social Trust) 
  

Chang and Fang (2015); 
Huang & Dastmalchain 
(2006) 
  

Taiwan; China, 
Hong Kong, Taiwan 
and US 

  

  
Power 
  

Chang and Fang (2015) 
  

Taiwan 
  

  
Job satisfaction of employees 
  

Huang & Dastmalchain 
(2006) 
  

China, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong & US 

  

  
Openness of internal communication 
  

Homburg & Pflesser 
(2000) 
  

Germany 

  
Interdepartmental connectedness 
  

Shoham & Rose (2001); 
Pulendran et al. (2000); 
Selnes et al. (1996) 
  

Israel; Australia; US 
& Scandinavia 

  

  
Cooperation among marketing, produc-
tion and R&D 

Wolfgang (1996) 
  

Germany 
  

  
Influence of marketing department 
  

Verhoef et al. (2011); 
Wolfgang (1996) 
  

Netherlands, US, 
UK, Germany,  
Sweden, Israel, 
Australia; Germany 
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TABLE 1: 
Continued  

Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  
Cautiousness in decision making and 
operations 
  

Huang & Dastmalchain 
(2006) 
  

China, Hong Kong, 
Taiwan and US 

  

  Learning orientation Bremen & Dalgic (2000) Netherlands 
  

  Export experience 
Cadogan et al. (2006); 
Cadogan et al. (2002); 
Cadogan et al. (2001) 

Hong Kong; US; 
New Zealand & 

Finland 

  

EXTERNAL 
Distance to foreign markets 
Diversity in foreign markets 
National Culture (Hofstede’s dimen-
sions) 

  
  

  
Ellis (2007) 
Ellis (2007) 
Deshpande & Farley 
(1999) 

  
Taiwan 
Taiwan 
India & Japan 

 

Factors 

Mediating 
Impact of 

Antecedent on 

Culture: Changes the nature of MO 
developed. 
US utilizes shared intelligence more 

than Korea 
Korea shares more intelligence than US 

Shin et al. (2012) US, Korea 

    
ECONOMY     

 
Decreasing demand for electricity; 
technological development; 
high amortization: Strengthens 

Fedosova & Volkova 
(2018) 

  

Russia 
  

Factors 
Moderating 
Impact of  

Antecedent on 
MO   

Political Economy 
  

Selnes et al. (1996) 
  US & Scandinavia 

 
Govt Interference: Weakens impact of 
formalization 
  

Li et al. (2006) 
  

China 
  

  
Less Govt Control: Strengthens 
  

Deng and Dart (1999) 
  

China 
  

  
Privatization: Strengthens 
  

Deng and Dart (1999) 
  

China 
  

  
Degree of government equity stake in 
firms: Weakens 

Zhou (2018) 
  

China 
  

  

Regulatory Turbulence: 
Strengthens impact of formalization 
(Finland); 
  
Weakens impact of centralization 
  

Cadogan et al. (2001) 
  

New Zealand & 
Finland 

  

  

Environmental Turbulence: 
Strengthens impact of Centralization 
and Export Coordination 
  
Weakens impact of formalization 
  

Cadogan et al. (2006) 
  

Hong Kong 
  

  
Environmental Uncertainty: Strength-
ens Golden et al. (1995) Russia 

  
CULTURE 
      

  
National Culture 
  

Nakata (2002) 
  

25 countries 
  

  
National Culture 
  

Selnes et al. (1996) 
  

US & Scandinavia 
  

  
Uncertainty Avoidance: Strengthens 
impact of Intensity of Planning 
  

Brettel et al. (2008) 
  

Germany, Thailand 
and Indonesia 

  

  

Individualism: 
Strengthens impact of market-based 

staffing 
Strengthens impact of social trust 
Strengthens 
  

Huang & Dastmalchain 
(2006) 

  

China, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong and US 

  



Marketing Orientation and Country Markets:. . . .  Chakravorti  

Marketing Management Journal, Fall 2019  64 

TABLE 1: 
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Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

 

 

Collectivism: Strengthens 
  

Huff and Kelley (2005) 
  

China, Hong Kong, 
Japan, South Korea, 
Malaysia, Taiwan 
and US  

Power distance: Strengthens impact of 
participatory and considerate leader-
ship  

Brettel et al. (2008) 
  

Germany, Thailand 
and Indonesia 

  

History and Tradition Hong (2018) 
  

China and Australia 
  

Socio-political history Nakata (2002) 25 countries 

MARKET 
Market Competitive Pressures: 
Strengthens impact of formalization 
Competition Strengthened 
Export Market Dynamism: Weakens 
impact of formalization 

  
Li et al. (2006) 

  
  
Nakata (2002) 
Cadogan et al. (2001) 

  
China 

  
  
25 Countries 
New Zealand and 
Finland 

ORGANIZATION 
Culture of Change: Strengthens impact 
of job satisfaction 

  
Location (coastal): Strengthens 
Size (small and medium): Strengthens 

  
Huang & Dastmalchain 
(2006) 

  
Selnes et al. (1996) 
Selnes et al. (1996) 

  
China, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong and US 

  
US & Scandinavia 

FINANCIAL AND MIXED     
Impact of MO 

on Perfor-
mance* 

 
 

*Impacts shown 
are all positive 

unless otherwise 
noted    

Export Sales, Growth and Profits 
  

Cadogan, Diamantopou-
los, & Sigauw (2002); 
Rose and Shoham (2002); 
Feder (2015); Pelayo-
Maciel et al. (2018); 
Lenglar et al. (2013); 
Cadogan et al. (2012); 
Cadogan et al. (2009); 
Chang & Fang (2015); 
Cadogan & Cui (2004); 
Cadogan et al. (2003); 
Cadogan et al. (2002)  

US, UK, Nether-
lands, New Zealand; 
Romania Germany 
& Thailand; Switzer-
land & China; Mexi-
co; Brazil; Finland; 
Finland; Taiwan; 
China; Hong Kong; 
Finland; US; Israel 
 
  

  
Globalness of 

Market 
Orientation-
Performance 
Relationships  

Export Success 
U- shaped for firms with diverse port-

folio 
Inverted U-shaped for firms with fo-

cused portfolios 
  

Sorensen and Madsen 
(2012) 

  
Denmark 

Export Performance 

Alotaibi and Zang (2018); 
Fuchs (2012); Racela et 
al. (2007); Diamantopou-
los et al. (2000)  

Saudi Arabia; Ger-
many; Thailand; US, 
UK, Netherlands, 
New Zealand; 
  

  

Sales, Profitability, Growth, Market 
Share 

Peng & Lin (2017); 
Gruber-Muecke and Hofer 
(2015); Salavou (2002); 
Javalgi et al. (2011); 
Kumar et al. (2011); 
Kwon (2010); Brettel et 
al. (2009); Deshpande & 
Farley (2007); Liu et al. 
(2006); Deshpande & 
Farley (2004); Sin et al. 
(2003); Grewal & Tansu-
haj (2001); Deshpande & 
Farley (2000); Appiah-
Adu, (1999); Gray et al. 
(1998); Ngai & Ellis 
(1998); Golden et al. 
(1995) 

  

Taiwan; Austria; 
Greece; India; US; 
Korean subsidiary in 
India and China; 
Germany & Thai-
land;  Brazil; China; 
Japan, US, France, 
UK, Germany, India, 
Hong Kong, Vi-
etnam, China, Thai-
land; China & Hong 
Kong; Thailand; 
India & Japan; Gha-
na; New Zealand; 
Hong Kong; Russia 
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TABLE 1: 
Continued  

Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  Financial Performance 

Feder (2015); Brettel et al. 
(2009); Gebauer & 
Zedtwitz (2007); Hooley 
et al. (2000); Ranjbarian 
et al. (2012); Llonch et al. 
(2011); Ellis (2007); 
Subramanian& Gopala-
krishna (2002); Shoham & 
Rose (2001) 

  

Romania; Germany 
& Thailand; Switzer-
land & China; Hun-
gary, Poland & 
Slovenia; Iran; Cu-
ba; Taiwan; India; 
Israel 

  

  Market Performance 

Homburg & Pflessor 
(2000); Hooley et al. 
(2000); Verhoef et al. 
(2011) 

  

Germany; Hungary, 
Poland & Slovenia; 
Netherlands, UK, 
Germany, US, Swe-
den, Israel, Australia 

  

  Overall Business Performance 

Pulendran et al. (2000); 
Horng & Chen (1998); 
Pitt et al. (1996); Knight 
& Dalgic (2000) 

  

Australia; Taiwan; 
UK & Malta; US 

  

  

International Performance 
(profitability, sales growth and ROI vis 
a vis goals) 
  

Kwon (2011) 
  

Korean subsidiary in 
India 
  

  

Foreign subsidiary performance [sales 
(vol, growth & profitability) market 
share & success of marker entry; 
Success in Controlling Expenses 
  

Liu et al. (2006) China 
  

  
Corporate Success (profitability, com-
petitiveness, customer satisfaction, 
continuance of the firm) 

Wolfgang (1996) Germany 

  

NON-FINANCIAL 

 
Non- financial Performance 
  
Non- financial Performance 
  
 Non- financial Performance 
   

 
Non- financial Performance 

 
 
 
Ranjbarian et al. (2012) 
 
Llonch et al. (2011) 
   
Subramanian& 
Gopalakrishna (2002) 

 
Shoham & Rose (2001) 

  
 
 
 
Iran 

  
Cuba 

  
 India 
  

  
Israel 

  

  COMPETITION AND MARKET     

  Competitive Position 
Monferrer & Ripolles 
(2012) 

  

Spain & Belgium 
  

  
Market Effectiveness 
  

Brettel et al. (2012) 
  

Austria, Germany, 
Switzerland, Thai-
land & US 

  

  
Competitiveness 
  

Akimova (2000) 
  

Ukraine 
  

  Success in Market Entry Kwon (2010) 
  

Korean subsidiary in 
India and China 

  

  Rate of Market Entry Cadogan, Diamantopou-
los, & Sigauw (2002) US 
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Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  

MARKETING AND SALES 
Marketing-Sales Effectiveness 
  
Marketing Strategy 

  
  

Brand Awareness 

  
Brettel et al. (2009) 

  
Hooley et al. (2000) 

  
  

Gray et al. (1998) 

Germany & Thai-
land 
  
Hungary & 
Poland & Slovenia 
  
New Zealand 

  PRODUCT RELATED     

  
Product Evaluations 
  

Song et al (2018) 
  25 countries 

  
New Product Performance 
  

Najafi-Tavani et al. 
(2016) 

  

Sweden 
  

  

New Product Performance: 
U-shaped of responsive MO 
  
Inverted U-shaped of proactive MO 
  

Atuahene-Gima et al. 
(2005) 

  

US 
  

  
New Product Performance: Inverted U 
Shaped 
  

Tsai et al. (2008) 
  

Taiwan 
  

  
Product Innovation 
  

Boso et al. (2013) 
  

Ghana 
  

  
New Product Success (in hi tech) 
  

Wu (2011) 
  

Taiwan 
  

  
New Product Success 
  

Liu et al. (2006) 
  

China 
  

  New Product Development Murray et al. (2011) China 

  

Innovation: 
Organizational & Technological Inno-
vation 
Innovativeness 
Innovation 
Innovation Competencies 

  
Camarero & Garrido 
  
Kim et al. (2011) 
Kuster & Villa (2011) 
Li & Lin (2008) 

  
UK, France, Spain & 
Italy 
India 
Spain 
Taiwan 

  ORGANIZATIONAL     

  
Entrepreneurship 
  

Liu et al. (2003) 
  

China 
  

  
Technology initiatives 
  

Urbano et al. (2018) 
  

23 countries 
  

  
Business Model Change 
  

Fedosa & Volkova (2018) 
  

Russia 
  

  
Marketing Program Dynamism 
  

Liu et al. (2003) 
  

China 
  

  
Environmental Sustainability 
  

Ardito & Dangelico 
(2018) 

  

Global 
  

  
Information Access 
  

Tse et al. (2003) 
  China & Hong Kong 

  
Loan Access 
  

Tse et al. (2003) 
  China & Hong Kong 

  Access to Local Resources Tse et al. (2003) 
  China & Hong Kong 



Marketing Orientation and Country Markets:. . . .  Chakravorti  

67  Marketing Management Journal, Fall 2019 

TABLE 1: 
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Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  
RELATIONSHIPS 

  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
Inter firm Relationships 
  

Gluic & Mihanovic 
(2016) 

  

Croatia 
  

  
Relationship value 
  

Cass & Ngo (2012) 
  

Australia 
  

  
Co-creation value 
  

Ju et al. (2012) 
  

China 
  

  
Performance value 
  

Racela et al. (2007) 
  Thailand 

  
Distribution Opportunism (negative 
effect) 
  

Racela et al. (2007) 
  Thailand 

  
Cooperation between Exporters 
  

Racela et al. (2007) 
  Thailand 

  Dependence (negative effect) Racela et al. (2007) 
  Thailand 

  Relationship Distance (negative effect) Racela et al. (2007) 
  Thailand 

  CUSTOMER RELATED     

  
Customer’s Capability to make Pay-
ments 
  

Alteren and Tudoran 
(2016) 

  

Norway 
  

  
Level of Customer Complaints 
  

Alteren and Tudoran 
(2016) 

  

Norway 
  

  

Customer Satisfaction 
Positive for customer orientation and 
inter-functional coordination 
  
Negative for competitor orientation 
  

Shin (2012) 
  

South Korea 
  

  
Customer Retention 
  

Tse et al. (2003) 
  

China & Hong Kong 
  

  
Customer Satisfaction, Customer Loy-
alty Gray et al. (1998) New Zealand 

  
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
AND EMPLOYEE     

  
Employee Growth 
  

Gruber-Muecke and Hofer 
(2015) 

  

Austria 
  

  
Role Ambiguity (negative effect) 
  

Powpaka (2005) 
  

Thailand 
  

  
Organizational Commitment 
  

Powpaka (2005) 
  

Thailand 
  

  
Employee Motivation 
  

Tse et al. (2003) 
  China & Hong Kong 

  
Employee Productivity 
  

Appiah-Adu (1999) 
  

Ghana 
  

  
Employees’ Organizational Commit-
ment 
  

Horng & Chen (1998) 
  Taiwan 

  Organizational Esprit de Corp Horng & Chen (1998) 
  Taiwan 



Marketing Orientation and Country Markets:. . . .  Chakravorti  

Marketing Management Journal, Fall 2019  68 

TABLE 1: 
Continued  
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Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

Mediators of 
MO-

Performance 
Relationships  

Export Strategy (export performance) Alotaibi & Zhang (2017) Saudi Arabia 

 

Export Sales (export profit) 
Export Sales Growth (export profits) 

Lengler et al. (2013) 
Cadogan et al. (2003) 

Brazil 
Hong Kong 

 

Marketing Capabilities (financial per-
formance) 
Marketing Capabilities (performance, 
co-creation & relationship values) 
Marketing Capabilities (new product 
development) 
Marketing Competence (international 
performance) 
Product and Communication Capabili-
ties (customer satisfaction and financial 
performance) 

Peng & Lin (2017) 
  
Cass & Ngo (2012) 

  
  
Murray et al. (2011) 
  
Knight & Dalgic (2000) 
Shin (2012) 

Taiwan 
  
Australia 

  
  
China 
  
US 
  
South Korea 

 

Marketing Strategy (new product suc-
cess) Wu (2011) Taiwan  

Competitive Marketing Mix (overall 
business performance Llauch et al. (2011) Cuba  

Marketing Execution (new product 
performance) Calantone et al. (2011) US & China  

Product Development Capabilities 
(financial performance) 
Product Innovation Capabilities 
((performance & co-creation values) 

  

Peng & Lin (2017) 
  
Cass & Ngo (2012) 

  

Taiwan 
  
Australia 

 

Level of Product Attributes (Product 
Quality and Customer Service) 
(financial performance) 

Golden et al. (1995) Russia 
 

Timing of launching new product Calantone et al. (2011) US & China  

Communication (customer complaints) Alteren and Tudoran 
(2016) Norway  

Technological Capability for CRM 
(innovation) Kim et al. (2011) India  

Customer information management 
(innovation) Kim et al. (2011) India  

Cooperation between Exporters (export 
performance) Racela et al. (2007) Thailand  

Dependence on export partners (export 
performance) Racela et al. (2007) Thailand  

Relationship Distance from export 
partners (export performance) 

  
Racela et al. (2007) Thailand 

 

ENVIRONMENT 
  
  
  

    

Moderators of 
MO-

Performance 
Relationships  

National Culture:      

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions: 
strengthens impact on product evalua-
tions 
  

Song et al (2018) 
  

25 countries 
  

 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions: 
Strengthens impact on economic per-
formance. Stronger effect for India 
  

Ellis (2007) 
  

India & Japan 
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Framework 
Components 
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Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  

Uncertainty Avoidance and Collectiv-
ism:  Strengthens impact on overall 
business performance 
  

Brettel et al. (2009) 
  

Germany & Thai-
land 

  

  

Uncertainty Avoidance, Collectivism 
& Power Distance: Weakens impact on 
financial performance 
  

Gebauer & Zedtwitz 
(2007) 

  

Switzerland & China 
  

  
Weakens impact on technology initia-
tives 
  

Urbano et al. (2018) 
  

23 countries 
  

  
Strengthens the impact on financial 
performance 
  

Deshpande & Farley 
(2004) 

  

10 countries 
  

  
Cultural Distance 
  Knight & Dalgic (2000) US 

  Technological Distance Knight & Dalgic (2000) US 

        

  

Economy 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance (stronger for industrializing 
economies) 
Strengthens impact on business perfor-
mance 

  
Deshpande & Farley 
(2004) 
  
Sin et al. (2003) 

  

  
Ten countries 
  
  
China & Hong Kong 

  
Property Rights: 
Strengthens impact on technology 
initiatives 

  
Urbano et al. (2018) 

  
23 countries 

  
Government Programs: 
Strengthens impact on technology 
initiatives 

  
“   

  
Support for Science and Tech: 
Weakens impact on technology initia-
tives 

  
“   

  

Environmental Complexity 
Strengthens impact on profit perfor-
mance (services) 
Weakens impact on profit performance 
(products) 
Weakens impact on efficiency 

  
Cadogan et al. (2002) 

  
Finland 

  MARKET     

  

Market Dynamism 
Strengthens impact on product innova-
tion 
Strengthens impact on export sales 
Strengthens Inverted U impact on 
export sales 

  
Boso et al. (2013) 
  
Cadogan et al. (2012) 
Cadogan et al. (2009) 

  
Ghana 
  
Finland 
  
Finland 

  Market Turbulence     

  Strengthens impact on sales Javalgi et al. (2012) 
  

India 
  

  
Weakens impact on new product devel-
opment 
  

Murray et al. (2011) 
  

China 
  

  
Strengthens impact on business perfor-
mance 
  

Pulendran et al. (2000) 
  

Australia 
  

  
Weakens impact on ROI, sales growth 
and new product success 
  

Greenley (1995) 
  

UK 
  

  
Market Dynamism: Strengthens impact 
on market performance 
  

Homburg & Pflesser 
(2000) 

  

Germany 
  

  
Demand Uncertainty: Weakens impact 
on financial performance 

Grewal & Tansuhaj 
(2001) Thailand 
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  Competitive Intensity     

  
Strengthens impact on export sales 
  

Cadogan et al. (2012) 
  

Finland 
  

  
Strengthens impact on product devel-
opment 
  

Murray et al. (2011) 
  

China 
  

  
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 
  

Kumar et al. (2011) 
  

US 
  

  
Weakens impact (of proactive MO) on 
new product performance 
  

Tsai et al. (2008) 
  

Taiwan 
  

  
U-shaped impact on export sales effi-
ciency 
  

Cadogan et al. (2003) 
  

Hong Kong 
  

  
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 
  

Grewal & Tansuhaj 
(2001) 

  

Thailand 
  

  
Competitor Hostility: Weakens impact 
on financial performance 

Harris (2001) 
  UK 

  Technological Turbulence     

  
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 
  

Kumar et al. (2011) 
  

US 
  

  
Strengthens impact (of responsive MO) 
on new product performance 
  

Tsai et al. (2008) 
  Taiwan 

  
Weakens impact (of proactive MO) on 
new product performance 
  

Harris (2001) 
  

UK 
  

  
Weakens impact on financial perfor-
mance 
  

Rose & Shoham (2002) 
  

Israel 
  

  

High Technology Change: Weakens 
impact on ROI, sales growth and new 
product success 
  

Greenley (1995) 
  

UK 
  

  
Technological Uncertainty: Weakens 
impact on financial performance 

Grewal & Tansuhaj 
(2001) Thailand 

  
Technology Intensity: 
Inverted U Shaped impact on export 
sales efficiency 

Cadogan et al. (2003) Hong Kong 

  
Low Customer Power 
Weakens impact on ROI, sales growth 
and new product success 

  
Greenley (1995) 

  
UK 

  ORGANIZATIONAL     

  

Innovation 
Strengthens impact (of proactive MO) 
on radical product innovation 
  
Weakens impact (of responsive MO) 
on radical innovation 
  
Weakens impact of (of proactive MO) 
on incremental innovation 
  
Product Innovation: Strengthens impact 
on profitability 

  
Brettel et al (2012) 

  
  

  
Brettel et al (2012) 

  
  
  

Brettel et al (2012) 
  
  

Salavou (2002) 

  
Austria, Germany, 
Switzerland, Thai-
land and US 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Greece 

  
Absorptive Capacity: 
Strengthens impact on new product 
performance 

Najafi-Tavani et al. 
(2016) Sweden 
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Organizational Culture: 
Competitive and entrepreneurial: 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 
Open and externally oriented: Strength-
ens impact on financial performance 

  
Deshpande & Farley 
(2007) 

  
Deshpande & Farley 
(2004) 

  
Brazil 
  

  
10 countries 

  
Integration with Parent MNC: 
Weakens  impact on business perfor-
mance 

Qu & Zhang (2015) UK 

  
Local Responsiveness: 
Strengthens impact on business perfor-
mance 

Qu & Zhang (2015) UK 

  
Degree of Internationalization: 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 

Chang & Fang (2015) Taiwan 

  
Market Opportunity Appraisal: 
Weakens the impact (of responsive 
MO) on incremental innovation 

Li and Lin (2008) Taiwan 

  
Coordination Mechanism: 
Strengthens impact on new product 
development 

Murray et al. (2011) China 

  
Network Relationships: 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 

Kwon (2010) Korean subsidiaries 
in India and China 

  
Leadership: 
Weakens impact on new product devel-
opment 

Murray et al. (2011) China 

  
Early Adoption: 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 

Kumar et al. (2011) US 

  
Technology Advantages: 
Strengthens impact on financial perfor-
mance 

Kwon (2010) Korean subsidiaries 
in India and China 

  

Marketing Power: 
Weakens impact (of responsive MO) 
on new product performance 
Strengthens impact (of proactive MO) 
on new product performance 

  
Atuahene-Gima et al 
(2005) 
  
Atuahene-Gima et al 
(2005)  

  
US 
  
  
US 

  
Strategic Mission Rigidity: 
Weakens impact (of proactive MO) on 
radical innovation 

Li and Lin (2008) Taiwan 

  

Strategic Consensus: 
Strengthens impact (of responsive MO) 
on incremental innovation 
  
Strengthens impact (of responsive MO) 
on new product performance 
  
Weakens impact (of proactive MO) on 
new product performance 

  
Li and Lin (2008) 

  
  
Atuahene-Gima et al 
(2005) 
  
Atuahene-Gima et al 
(2005) 

  
Taiwan 

  
  
US 
  
  
US 

MO and 
Competitive 
Advantages 

MO and other  
Strategic 

Orientations 
EO & MO     

  
Positive impact on export sales and 
profits 

Pelayo-Maciel et al. 
(2018) 
  

Mexico 
  

  
Positive impact on Profits, Market 
Share & Employee Growth 
  

Gruber-Muecke & Hofer 
(2015) 

  

Austria 
  

  
Marketing Strategy mediates impact of 
EO on performance 
  

Falahat et al. (2018) 
  

Malaysia 
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EO: positively moderates impact of 
scale barrier on growth 
MO: positively moderates impact of 
customer barrier on growth 
  

Pehrsson & Pehrsson 
(2015) 

  

Swedish firms in the 
US 

  

  

Jointly MO and EO have stronger 
impact on financial performance and 
growth 
  

Gruber-Muecke & Hofer 
(2015) 

  

Austria 
  

  

Significant correlation between MO 
and EO; 
Joint positive impact on competitive 
position, profits 7 market share 
  

Monferrer et al. (2012) 
  

Spain & Belgium 
  

  
Positive impact on new product devel-
opment 
  

Frishammar & Horte 
(2007) 

  

Sweden 
  

  

Has a stronger joint (vs individual) 
impact on: 
new product performance, timing of 
market entry, product quality, market-
ing synergy, proficiency of market 
launch, & management support for 
innovation 
  

Atuahene-Gima & Ko 
(2001) 

  

Australia 
  

  

Positive correlation between EO and 
MO; 
Positive additive impact of EO & MO 
on performance 

Barrett & Weinstein 
(1998) 

  

US 
  

  MO, EO & IO  
  

  
  

  
  

  

Optimal MO behavior increases with 
increasing internationalization diversity 
strategy (expression of IO) 
  

Cadogan et al. (2009) 
  

Finland 
  

  

Internationally active firms (an expres-
sion of IO) showed a higher level of 
MO compared to less active or non-
active firms 
  

Gluic & Mihanovic 
(2016) 

  

Croatia 
  

  

Degree of Internationalization ( an 
expression of IO) strengthens the posi-
tive impact of MO on export perfor-
mance 
  

Chang & Fang (2015) 
  

Taiwan 
  

  

Non-linear moderating impact of mar-
ket portfolio diversity on MO-
performance but linear positive impact 
on IO-performance; 
MO & IO jointly impacts export per-
formance only for firms with focused 
market portfolio 
  

Sorensen & Madison 
(2012) 

  

Denmark 
  

  

MO and IO both positively impact 
sales in foreign markets more so in 
turbulent ones 
  

Javalgi, Todd & Granot 
(2011) 

  

India 
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development of market orientation (Brettel, 
Engelen, Heinemann, and Vadhanasindhu, 
2008; Cadogan, Salminen, and Puumalainen, 
2001; Ranjbarian et al., 2012; Selnes et al., 
1996) with some differences across countries. 
Private ownership was also shown in Nigeria 
and Kenya to have an impact on generation of 
MO (Winston and Dadzie, 2002). Freedom 
from governmental control and support allows 
and pushes organizations to create strategies to 
achieve market and financial viability. This 
finding could also feasibly be seen in other 
developing countries where a substantial 
percentage of organizations are controlled by 
governments.  

 
The above mentioned senior leadership 
characteristics and organizational structural 
aspects should facilitate the implementation of 
processes, policies and procedures that are 
conducive to generation of a market-oriented 
culture and behavior.  Historical analysis shows 
that processes and procedures surrounding 
planning and analysis are important, as well as 

policies of market-based staffing and 
rewarding, training for developing management 
capabilities, coordination across departments, 
and making market orientation a responsibility 
of all employees (Brettel et al., 2008; Cadogan 
et al., 2001; Horng and Cheng 1998;  Nakata, 
2002;  Pulendran et al., 2000;  Ranjbarian et al., 
2012; Selnes et al., 1996;  Shoham and Rose 
2001). Additionally, dependence on foreign 
markets and processes, policies and procedures 
developed to engage in and adequately 
coordinate the process of internationalization, 
cooperate with export partners and develop 
strategic alliances in foreign markets also 
impact market orientation of organizations 
(Cadogan et al., 2009; Cadogan et al., 2002; 
Cadogan et al., 2001; Ellis 2007; Gluic and 
Mihanovic 2016; Shin et al., 2012).   
 
Top management’s emphasis on market 
orientation, their creation of market-oriented 
conducive organizational processes, policies 
and structure may facilitate development of 
market orientation, but will not be able to 

TABLE 1: 
Continued  

Research 
Hypothesis 

Framework 
Components 

Research 
Findings Authors (year) Countries 

  

MO, IO, international innovativeness 
(an expression of EO), international 
marketing skills identified as dimen-
sions of international business compe-
tence (IBC); 
IBC engenders superior international 
performance 
EO and IO complement each other to 
counter high risk and uncertainty in 
international markets 

Knight & Kim (2009) 
  US 

  

MO & LO: 
MO & LO together positively influence 
global dynamic capabilities and sup-
port its development to impact perfor-
mance 
MO and LO positively reinforce each 
other to impact performance 
  

  
Peng & Lin (2017) 

  
  
  
  

Breman & Dalgic (2000) 

  
Taiwan 

  
  
  
  

Netherlands 

  

MO, EO, & LO: 
Positive impact on performance: MO & 
LO combination more impactful on 
more matured firms and EO & LO 
combination more impactful on young-
er firms 
  
MO positively impacts tech innova-
tions but inhibits market innovations 
and firm performance 
EO positively impacts both tech and 
market-based innovations and firm 
performance 
LO mediates MO/ EO – tech-based 
innovation relationship but not MO/EO 
– market-based innovation relationship 

  

  
Feder (2015) 
  
  

  
  
  

Zhou et al. (2005) 
  
  
  
  
  
  

  

  
Romania 
  
  
  
  
  
China 
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sustain that unless a market-oriented culture 
also takes root. Culture works with processes 
and structure to affect lasting change. Across 
countries basic aspects of a market-oriented 
culture includes a market-oriented attitude, 
organization-wide commitment to market 
orientation and trust (Cadogan et al., 2001; 
Chang and Fang, 2011; Huang and 
Dastmalchian, 2006; Kuster and Vila, 2011). 
These can be reinforced by sharing organization
-wide artifacts or symbols of MO - rituals, 
language and success stories surrounding 
market-orientedness of the organization 
(Homburg and Pflesser, 2000). Over time, 
satisfaction with one’s job, an openness in inter
-department communication and interaction, 
and feeling of connectedness across 
departments reinforces the culture of marker 
orientation, especially if these efforts are being 
led by the marketing department (Homburg and 
Pflesser 2000 ;Huang and Dastmalchian, 2006; 
Pulendran et al., 2000; Selnes et al., 1996;  
Shoham and Rose 2001; Verhoef et al., 2011; 
Wolfgang 1996). Additionally, as orientation 
towards learning about international markets 
and experience with operating in those 
permeate the culture of organizations, market 
orientation is further strengthened (Cadogan et 
al., 2006; Cadogan et al., 2002; Cadogan et al., 
2001).   
    
The above-mentioned leadership, organ-
izational structures, processes, culture and 
behavior that positively impact MO can be 
consciously generated in organizations 
operating in different markets. However, a 
study done in both US and Korea indicates that 
across diverse countries the path to stronger 
market orientation may also lie at least partly in 
national culture. Development of market 
orientation is crucially dependent on gathering, 
analyzing and sharing of market information 
and national culture impacts these processes. 
Shin et al., (2012) found that national cultural 
aspects of information management mediates 
the impact of organizational antecedents on 
market orientation. They showed that the nature 
and level of market orientations developed in 
US vs Korea vary because US firms tend to 
share less but utilize more information that is 
shared with partners, compared to Korean firms 
who tend to share information more readily but 
utilize the same less. Given the lack of 
replication studies done in other countries one 

has to be cautious in generalizing this finding. 
What is more widely established across 
countries is the moderating influences of 
environmental factors, including national 
culture.  
 
Moderating impacts of environmental 
(contextual) factors on antecedent-MO 
relationships.  Economy, culture and market 
factors, selectively moderate some antecedents 
- market orientation relationships creating 
differences in the degrees of impact of 
antecedents across countries. This challenges 
international businesses to do a thorough 
analysis of country environments. Of the small 
set of articles that investigated the impact of 
moderators, most of the impacts found were 
those of economic and cultural factors.  
  
Multiple economic factors moderate the impact 
of antecedents on market orientation.  Across 
countries, overall political economy, general 
environmental turbulence and more specific 
aspects of the political economy such as 
regulations, infrastructure, technology, 
privatization and governmental control and 
interference in organizations moderated impacts 
on MO (Cadogan et al., 2001; Cadogan et al., 
2006; Deng and Dart, 1999; Fedosova and 
Volkova, 2018; Li et al., 2006;  Golden, 1995; 
Selnes et al., 1996; Zhou, 2018). Whereas 
turbulence in the environment has both positive 
and negative moderating effects, particularly on 
impacts of organizational structure, government 
interference in organizations has a clear and 
consistent negative impact. For example, in 
China where government has considerable 
official control of for-profit organizations 
through majority and minority stakes it has 
been found that organizations with a majority 
government equity compared to those with a 
minority government equity, tend to develop 
and rely less on internal resources, such as 
market orientation for market success (Zhou, 
2018).  
 
Multiple aspects of national culture moderate 
the development of MO in different ways. 
Geert Hofstede’s cultural dimensions of 
uncertainty avoidance, individualism/
collectivism, masculinity, and power distance, 
impact different antecedents of MO. In a broad 
based study of operations of 22 subsidiaries of a 
global organization it was found that higher 
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uncertainty avoidance and higher power 
distance dampen the adoption of market 
orientation (Nakata, 2002). In these cultures 
instead of initiating market-oriented actions 
workers wait for higher-ups to tell them what to 
do. More specific impacts are also revealed in 
the historical analysis. The positive effect of 
intensity of planning on MO is made stronger in 
cultures that are high in uncertainty avoidance, 
through higher intensity of planning. Higher 
individualism and masculinity positively affect 
market-based staffing (Brettel et al., 2008). 
Highly individualistic and masculine cultures 
which are characterized by a strong drive for 
risk taking for success make the positive impact 
of market-based staffing and rewards on MO 
stronger (Li, Griffin, Yue, and Zhao, 2013). In 
these cultures, market-based staffing and 
rewards act as a higher source of motivation to 
engage in market-oriented behaviors. The 
degree to which a culture is individualistic or 
collectivist also impacts MO through their 
markedly different relationship with societal 
trust and distrust (Huang and Dastmalchian, 
2006). Societal trust can be defined as the 
extent to which organizational members have a 
trust orientation towards others in the same 
society (Fukuyama, 1995).  Managers from 
individualistic societies have a higher 
propensity to trust in social or business setting, 
have a higher level of external (out-group) trust, 
and consequently, have stronger customer 
orientation than managers from collectivist 
societies (Huang and Dastmalchian, 2006; Huff 
and Kelley, 2005). The reason lies in a 
dichotomy in social trust in collectivist 
societies. “In-group” social trust and “out-
group” social distrust are much stronger in 
Chinese culture (as broadly representative of 
collectivist societies) than in the US (broadly 
representative of individualistic societies) 
(House, Javidan, Hanges, and Dorfman, 2002; 
House et al., 1999). Customers will tend to fall 
in the “out-group” category, making it more 
difficult in collectivist cultures to motivate 
employees to work towards understanding 
customers and building relationships with them.  
Power distance affects MO through leadership. 
The positive effect of participatory and 
considerate leadership on market orientation is 
found to be stronger in higher power distance 
countries (Brettel et al., 2008).  Cultures 
characterized by higher power distance accept 
large power differentials, expect leaders to be 

benevolent, and tend to look up to them for 
advice and direction. Such leadership behaviors 
can thus more easily mold and motivate 
employees in higher power distance countries 
to be more market-oriented. Recent research 
comparing China and Australia on the global 
marketization and internationalization trends in 
higher education found that national culture 
makes a major impact on the extent to which 
higher education is market-oriented (Hong, 
2018). Cultural tradition dictates more 
government control of education institutions in 
China, resulting in slower adoption of market 
orientation in China compared to Australia.  
  
The effects of market factors are positive across 
a large number of countries, but more 
pronounced in fast-growing developing 
countries, where markets tend to be more 
volatile, compared to those in developed 
countries (Nakata, 2002). Across these 
developing countries, higher competitive 
pressures, higher market turbulence, and 
general market uncertainty, seem to favor 
generation of stronger market orientation (Li, 
Sun, and Liu, 2006). In markets characterized 
by strong competition and turbulence, 
uncertainties increase the cost and chance of 
failure, and make it harder to recover from 
failures (Li et al., 2006). There is thus a 
stronger urgency to be more market-oriented in 
these environments, pushing companies to 
develop more effective leadership, culture, 
processes and governance (Fedosova and 
Volkova, 2018; Golden, Doney, Johnson, and 
Smith, 1995; Li et al., 2006).   
  
Environmental moderators sometimes interact 
to jointly affect development of MO.  Market 
turbulence interacts with culture to shape the 
impacts of centralization and formalization on 
MO. In highly developed western economies, 
centralization and formalization have negative 
effects on MO, irrespective of environmental 
turbulence. In developed economies not located 
in the west, however, these have a positive 
impact at lower to medium levels of turbulence 
and start having a negative effect only at high 
levels when decentralization starts having a 
positive effect.  The positive effects of 
centralization at low levels of turbulence is 
likely a reflection of higher collectivism and the 
positive effects of decentralization at high 
levels of turbulence could be because of higher 
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acceptance of uncertainty avoidance. However, 
quite distinct from the previous example, in 
developed semi-western, but to a large extent 
culturally eastern economies, such as 
Singapore, centralization actually has a positive 
effect at high environmental turbulence. The 
reason could lie in a combined impact of higher 
trust during times of turbulence, in dictates and 
strategies coming from top leadership (a 
reflection of high collectivism, high scores for 
power distance or high uncertainty avoidance) 
(Cadogan, Cui, Morgan, and Story, 2006; 
Cadogan, Salminen, and Puumalainen, 2001). 
From these findings among just developed 
countries it can be conjectured that when 
compared with developing eastern economies, 
the two-way moderating effect of market 
turbulence and culture may become a three -
way moderating effect of market turbulence, 
culture and economy.  

 
Even though almost all of the moderating 
factors lie in the external environment of a 
country, an important moderator lies within the 
organization. Across multiple countries, the 
culture of change within an organization, as 
expressed in the orientation of readily accepting 
and adopting change, strengthens the 
development of market orientation through 
enhancement of employee job satisfaction 
(Huang and Dastmalchain, 2006)  
  
The above discussion indicates that proposition 
1 is valid. Market orientation is not global. Its 
development in different country market will 
likely vary because of the impact of different 
environmental and contextual factors existing 
in each market. Though the antecedents that 
give rise to market orientation is consistent 
across countries, the nature of these antecedents 
(e.g. leadership characteristics), how they 
interact with the contextual factors and how the 
contextual factors interact with each other will 
likely vary for different markets. These 
differences will determine the relative 
importance of antecedents, the levels at which 
these are most effective and the nature of MO 
in any specific country.  
 
Globalness of MO’s Impact on Performance 
  
There is a much greater interest in investigating 
the performance impacts of MO across 
countries. A vast majority of the articles 

investigated the impact of market orientation on 
organizational performance, fifty percent of 
which also explored factors that moderate 
market orientation-performance relationships. 
 
Types of performance matter and, hence, it is 
important to highlight the kinds of performance 
measures used in the studies. Articles together 
used a wide range of measures that spanned 
financial, non-financial, and market-based. 
Financial measures such as sales, growth, 
market share, and profits were most commonly 
tested. Non-financial measures were 
categorized under the following:  competition 
and market, marketing and sales, product-
related, innovation, organizational, 
relationships, customer-related and 
organizational and employee-related.  Most of 
these measures are indirect perceptual 
measures.  
  
This historical analysis shows market 
orientation has an overall positive impact on 
general competitiveness of firms (Akimova, 
2000), as well as a near universal positive effect 
on different performance measures, with some 
degrees of difference across countries (Appiah-
Adu, 1999; Ardito and Dangelico, 2018; Boso, 
Cadogan, and Story, 2013;  Brettel, Oswald, 
and Flatten, 2012; Cadogan, Sundqvist, 
Puumalainen, and Salminen, 2012; Camarero 
and Garido, 2012; Chang and Fang, 2015; 
Deshpande and Farley, 1999, 2007; 
Diamantopoulos, Siguaw, and Cadogan, 2000; 
Ellis, 2006; Fuchs, 2012; Gluic and Mihanovic, 
2016; Gray, Matear, Boshoff, and Matheson, 
1998; Gruber-Muecke and Hofer, 2015; Kirca 
et al., 2005; Kuster and Vila, 2011; Hooley et 
al., 2000; Kwon, 2010; Lenglar, Sousa, and 
Marques,  2013;  Llonch, Rialp, and Rialp, 
2011; Li and Lin, 2008; Liu, Luo, and Shi, 
2003; Monferrer, Ripolles, and Blesa, 2012; 
Ngai and Ellis, 1998; Pehrsson and Pehrsson, 
2015; Pelayo-Maciel, Velazquez-Aguilar, and 
Ortiz-Barrera, 2018; Pitt, Caruana, and 
Berthon, 1996; Salavou, 2002; Subramanian 
and Gopalakrishna, 2001; Tse, Sin, Yao, Lee, 
and Chow, 2003; Wolfgang, 1996). These 
findings reinforce the robust, and broad 
beneficial impact of market orientation on 
organizational performance. Fuchs (2012), 
states “It seems that capability to market 
orientation is “universal” for SMEs to every 
successful occurrence in their international 
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markets” (pg. 20). In a longitudinal study of 
market orientation, Kumar et al., (2011) found 
that market orientation has a positive effect on 
firm performance, in both the short and long 
terms. Firms that adopt market orientation 
earlier enjoy more benefit in sales and profit 
performance. The extra lift in sales and profit is 
due to a carryover effect of market orientation 
over the years of implementation. Moreover, 
the authors argue that market orientation 
focuses more on customer retention than 
customer acquisition, so the benefit of market 
orientation should be more pronounced for 
profit, than for sales (Kumar et al., 2011). 
  
The story of the relationship between market 
orientation and organizational performance, 
however, goes beyond the above discussed 
straightforward positive impacts. Market 
orientation’s impact on performance do vary 
across countries, sometimes with no impact and 
sometimes showing quadratic impacts (Alotaibi 
and Zang, 2018; Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; 
Cadogan and Cui, 2004; Cadogan et al., 2003; 
Deshpande et al., 2000; Tsai et al., 2008). The 
quadratic effects found across countries, quite 
different from each other hint either at the 
limits of the beneficial impact of MO or 
minimum threshold of MO necessary for the 
positive impact to happen. For now, these 
effects have been found only in a handful of 
countries and for a couple of financial and 
product-related measures. However, given that 
the impacts have been found in countries as 
diverse from each other as US, China and Saudi 
Arabia, it may become a common reality across 
other countries. The reasons for these 
inconsistent and non-linear impacts lie in both 
the capability pathways from MO to higher 
performance and the moderating impacts of 
contextual factors on MO-performance 
relationships. First, different types and 
strengths of MO developed in different 
countries would, arguably, give rise to different 
marketing and other strategic capabilities and 
be more or less effective in achieving positive 
performance results in particular areas, such as 
sales vs. customer loyalty. Second, even if the 
marketing and strategic capabilities are finely 
tuned to the type of performance objective to be 
achieved in a particular country market, 
business environments in that country will 
likely moderate these capabilities-performance 
relationships by making some of these 

capabilities more or less effective. These two 
realities put pressure on organizations to adapt, 
and better the adaptation in form of developing 
relevant actionable capabilities, more potent the 
impact of MO on performance (Qu and Zhang, 
2015). The discussion below, therefore, 
includes the impacts of both the organizational 
strategic capabilities and actions that mediate 
and moderate MO-performance relationships 
and the country level environments that 
moderate the same. It is important to look at 
both to understand the chain reaction of market 
orientation-capabilities (actions)-performance.  
 
Mediating Effects of Capabilities on MO-
Performance Relationships.  Both the service 
dominant logic of marketing and the 
“megamarketing” concept of marketing stress 
the importance of intangible knowledge-based 
capabilities for organizational success and 
growth (Kotler, 1986; Lusch, Vargo, and 
Malter, 2006). The historical analysis finds 
evidence of this. Across international markets 
capabilities in marketing strategy, product 
development and launch, consumer 
communication, customer information 
management, technology, cooperation with 
channel partners, and exporting have been 
shown to mediate the impact of market 
orientation and organizational performance 
(Alotaibi and Zhang, 2017; Alteren and 
Tudoran, 2016;  Cadogan et al., 2003; 
Calantone et al., 2011;  Cass and Ngo, 2012; 
Golden et al., 1995; Kim et al., 2011;  Knight 
and Dalgic, 2000; Llauch et al., 2011;  Lengler 
et al., 2013; Murray et al., 2011;  Peng and Lin, 
2017; Racela et al., 2007; Shin, 2012; Wu, 
2011). It is worth noting that these capabilities 
were targeted to achieve particular performance 
objectives. The capabilities also work together 
in multiple and connected pathways to 
influence performance. A higher degree of 
innovation, coupled with increased adoption of 
technologies, help improve marketing mixes by 
facilitating acquisition, analysis, and sharing of 
information. An effective marketing mix helps 
develop strong customer relationships, which 
further strengthens the impact of MO on 
performance.  Market Orientation through 
reduction of opportunistic behavior, strengthens 
cooperation with a firm’s overseas partners. 
This, in turn, reduces relationship distance (Ju, 
Murray, Kotabe, and Gao, 2011). A closer 
relationship distance helps to bridge the cultural 
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quadratic. There are differences and similarities 
between and within economically and/or 
culturally similar and dissimilar countries, as 
well as differences within one country for 
different performance variables. It is, thus, only 
possible to draw broad generalizations across 
countries.   
 
 In general, in the US, Western Europe, and 
Asia, despite obvious differences in 
environments, national culture, economy and 
actions by governments positively moderate MO
-performance relationships with some 
exceptions (Deshpande, Farley, and Bowman, 
2004). The strength of these moderations, 
however, vary based on the differences in 
environments that exist between countries, as 
well as the unique interaction of aspects of 
culture, and economy within one country with 
MO, and associated marketing strategies 
(Brettel, Engelen, and Heinemann, 2009;  Ellis, 
2006; Gebauer and Zedwitz, 2007; Pitt et al., 
1996; Sin, Tse, Yau, Chow, and Lee,  2003). 
This leads, in some cases, to no differences 
between countries that vary culturally and 
economically (Pitt et al., 1996).  Research across 
25 countries on the impact of Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions found that even though product 
evaluations and acceptance are stronger for 
culturally congruent products, cultural aspects 
interact with marketing strategy to moderate its 
impacts in the following ways: product 
evaluations are more positive for countries 
characterized by high collectivism, femininity 
and uncertainty avoidance; delay in product 
launches had a more negative effect for 
countries with short-term orientations and 
advertising spending had a more positive effect 
for countries with higher power distance (Song, 
Moon, Haipen, and Houston, 2018).  In another 
research on 23 countries, the overall positive 
impact of market orientation on performance 
was simultaneously facilitated and retarded in 
different degrees by a combination of aspects of 
the regulatory and cultural environments 
(Urbano et al., 2018). Choice of particular 
performance variables adds another layer of 
complexity. In the previous research on 23 
countries, culture has a negative moderating 
impact on technology initiatives (Urbano et al., 
2018). In western developed economies, market 
orientation has a stronger effect on financial 
performance compared to eastern less developed 
economies (Gebauer and Zedwitz, 2007). This 

gaps, and facilitates better information sharing 
and collaborative strategies, creating a win-win 
situation for the partnership (Alteren and 
Tudoran, 2016; Racela et al., 2007). 
Capabilities arising from a responsive MO and 
proactive MO are different and are targeted 
towards different realities in the market. This 
raises the possibility of different impacts on 
performance. Where responsive MO tends to 
have a U-shaped impact on new product 
performance, proactive MO has an inverted U-
shaped impact (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005). 
Different impacts of MO also happens at the 
component level of MO culture, which 
combines to arrive at the overall impact of 
MO. Depending on market realities, customer 
orientation, competitor orientation or inter-
functional coordination may play a more 
important role, resulting in the likelihood of 
different impact of overall MO on performance 
(Powpaka, 2005; Redding, 1990).  

 
The same market reality and capabilities 
argument can also be applied to explain 
different impacts of MO on different 
performance measures in any one country.  For 
example, given the environmental demands, 
MO’s overall role in affecting customer service 
(which needs a strong customer orientation) 
could be quite different from its role in 
affecting sales (which needs a strong 
competitor orientation).  

 
Moderating impacts of environmental 
(contextual) factors on MO-performance 
relationships.   Environmental factors 
investigated in the articles ranged from overall 
environmental factors including cultural, and 
economic, market-based factors and 
organizational factors.  There are differences in 
environments across countries and these are 
reflected in customer needs and distribution 
structures, availability of substitutes, market 
structure and host government demands 
(Venaik, Midgley, and Devinney, 2004).  
  
More than one-third of the articles found 
country environments moderating the impact 
of MO on performance. These effects, 
however, are not consistent across countries. 
Depending on the nature and strength of the 
country environmental factors and the type of 
performance variables being investigated, these 
effects are positive, neutral, negative or 
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2008; Verhoef et al., 2011). With time, 
sometimes, the impacts change for the same 
country-performance variable (Cadogan et al., 
2009; 2012). Unique combination of market 
forces existing within a country also show 
different impacts on product performance 
measure when different types of MOs are used. 
Technology turbulence and competitive 
intensity strengthen responsive MO’s impact on 
new product performance, but weaken that of 
proactive MO’s (Tsai, Chow, and Kuo, 2008). 
It seems that the impact of market forces tends 
to dominate over the impacts of economic and 
cultural characteristics, so moderating effects 
could be similar for economically and culturally 
different countries, but that face the same level 
of market forces.  
  
Besides quadratic impacts of MO on 
performance, research conducted in different 
countries is also showing quadratic moderating 
effects of environmental forces on relationships 
between MO and multiple performance 
variables (Cadogan et al., 2009; Cadogan et al., 
2003). Together these effects indicate the 
complexity of the role MO plays in 
organizational performance across countries.  
In Finland, market dynamism has a positive 
moderating effect on an already inverted-U 
relationship between MO and sales at low 
levels of MO, and a negative moderating effect 
at very high levels of MO (Cadogan et al., 
2009). Market dynamism steepens the quadratic 
relationship between MO and sales. Under high 
market dynamism, too high a level of MO will 
end up being suboptimal, and managers may 
need to adjust the level of MO downward.  

 
Competitive intensity in Hong Kong has a U-
shaped effect on MO-sales efficiency 
relationship, but technology intensity has an 
inverted U-shaped effect on MO-sales 
efficiency. This indicates that as competitive 
intensity increases, more market-oriented 
actions start become less beneficial till a certain 
point beyond which at very competitive 
intensity it once again becomes beneficial. 
From the efficiency perspective, returns 
accruing from high levels of MO under low 
levels of competition are not as great as when 
competitive intensity is high, because of the 
additional cost associated with being market-
oriented (Cadogan et al., 2003). However, the 
demand for market orientation under low and 

difference has also been seen between Hong 
Kong and China, these two countries being 
culturally similar but economically different 
(Sin et al., 2003).  Compared to western 
developed cultures, longer term orientation of 
eastern cultures (both more and less 
developed), their higher uncertainty avoidance 
scores, the “saving face” aspects of higher 
collectivism and higher power distance, create 
different dynamics in the relationships between 
companies and customers, leading to a weaker 
impact of MO on financial outcomes. When 
countries are culturally more similar, economic 
differences still create a difference in MO’s 
impact. A different research on the impact of 
culture and economy on 10 countries, however, 
found that economy but not culture of 
industrializing countries have a stronger 
positive moderating effect on market 
orientation’s relationship with financial 
performance (Deshpande and Farley, 2004). 
Besides national culture and economy, research 
across 23 countries found that different types of 
government programs also strengthen the 
impact of marketing orientation, particularly on 
technology initiatives (Urbano et al., 2018).    
  
The effect of market-based factors on MO-
performance relationships has been studied 
more widely. Across countries the most 
common moderators are market turbulence and 
dynamism, technology turbulence, and 
competitive intensity. Managing market 
volatility in countries with changing 
environments is tricky. This is especially true in 
developing and less developed countries which 
have shown considerable dynamism and 
volatility since the late 1990s. All three market 
factors show positive, negative, quadratic or no 
moderating effects in different countries and on 
different performance variables. These effects 
are neither consistent among countries at the 
same level of economic development, nor 
among those that are culturally closer. Effects 
are sometimes similar in countries which are 
different economically and/or culturally (Boso 
et al., 2013;   Breman and Dalgic, 2000; 
Cadogan, Diamantopoulos, and Siguaw, 2002; 
Cadogan, Cui, and Li, 2003; Cadogan et al., 
2009; Greenley, 1995; Grewal and Tansuhaj, 
2001; Harris, 2001; Homburg and Plesser, 
2000; Javalgi, Todd, and Granot, 2011; Murray 
et al., 2011;  Pulendran, Speed, and Widing, 
2000; Rose and Shoham, 2002; Tsai et al., 
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a high MO provide diminishing returns (Tsai et 
al., 2008). Each country-performance variable 
pair thus needs to be considered separately. The 
lack of clear demarcation of similarities and 
differences in these quadratic moderating 
effects, along with economic, cultural and 
market lines for different performance 
variables, makes it difficult to generalize across 
countries, or group countries into specific effect 
categories. These research studies indicate that 
simply aiming to continuously increase levels 
of MO may not be beneficial to companies. For 
a certain set of environmental forces in a 
country there would be multiple optimum levels 
of MO for different performance variables. 

 
Besides economic, cultural and market forces, a 
small set of articles showed that organizational 
factors also moderate market orientation’s 
impact on performance across multiple country 
markets. These can be grouped under 
organizational processes, policies, procedures 
and culture. The capacity to absorb and process 
market information, the extent to which 
organizations have built up technology 
advantage, innovation, marketing power, the 
degree to which they have engaged in 
internationalization, new market appraisal, local 
responsiveness, relationships building and 
coordination of the same in foreign markets, the 
presence of strong leadership and an 
organizational culture characterized by strategic 
flexibility and consensus, openness, 
competitiveness and entrepreneurship, all 
positively moderate overall business, financial 
and innovation-related performance (Atuahene-
Gima et al., 2005; Brettel et al., 2012; Chang 
and Fang, 2015; Deshpande and Farley, 2007; 
Deshpande and Farley, 2004; Kwon, 2010;  Li 
and Lin, 2008; Murray et al., 2011;  Najafi-
Tavani et al., 2016;  Salavou, 2002).  In the 
particular case of performance related to 
product innovation or new product success (this 
being critical for organizational growth) the 
kind of MO (proactive or responsive) interacts 
with some of the organizational factors to make 
a difference in performance. Given that 
proactive MO is market driving and responsive 
MO market-driven, the former positively 
impacts radical innovation and the latter 
incremental innovation. Across multiple 
countries high innovativeness, an established 
system of market appraisal, and strong 
marketing power, strengthen the impact of 

high technology intensity is just the opposite. In 
situation of very high technology intensity, 
market orientation is not as beneficial. High 
technology intensity signals the need for 
innovation, and concentrating too much on 
existing consumer needs may not pay off.  

 
Where quadratic relationships occur both for 
direct impact of MO on performance and 
moderating impacts of environments on these 
relationships, these effects (U-shaped or 
Inverted U-shaped) are both similar and 
different across culturally and economically 
different countries. MO-performance 
relationship may remain linear in some 
countries, but change in others. Quadratic 
relationships can also be different in one 
country for two separate performance variables. 
MO has a U-shaped relationship with sales but 
an inverted U-shaped relationship with profits 
(Cadogan et al., 2009; Cadogan and Cui, 2004).  

 
Research on the quadratic impacts of 
environments is still evolving, making it 
difficult at this stage to draw clear patterns. 
However, given that it has happened across 
diverse countries, it can be argued that it is 
possible in any country, given a specific 
combination of environments. As environments 
change in one country, the nature of impacts on 
performance may change. MO’s multi-faceted 
nature, the complex interactions of multiple 
moderators with MO and each other, and the 
broad range of performances being tested, 
together make it logical to state that research 
will increasingly find quadratic relationships 
across countries irrespective of culture and 
economy.   

 
In general, it seems that combinations of market 
forces allow the benefits of MO to start 
accruing only after a certain time period and 
level of MO, before which it has a negative 
effect on performance. This may be because of 
a steeper learning curve for a firm having a 
broad portfolio in the market, and the added 
costs that goes into developing and maintaining 
MO for that breadth of portfolio (Sorensen and 
Madsen, 2012). On the other hand, a less 
volatile market and low competitive intensity 
may make MO beyond a certain level harmful 
to organizational success. MO may return 
benefits up to a point, beyond which the 
resources that go into developing and sustaining 
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orientations (Bruton, Ahlstrom, and Li, 2010). 
This historical analysis has shown an 
inconsistent impact of MO on performance 
across markets, and this is largely due to both 
an indirect moderating impacts of environments 
on development of MO, and related dynamic 
capabilities and a direct moderating impact on 
performance.  This has called into question the 
universal benefit of MO irrespective of its level. 
In multiple markets, MO has been shown to be 
beneficial only up to or beyond certain levels. 
This indicates that in a country MO may not be 
the only or the primary strategic orientation 
contributing to competitive advantage and that 
a complementary combination of strategic 
orientations are likely at play and most 
beneficial for achieving competitive advantage 
(Hoang, 2011; Sundqvist, Kyalaheiko, 
Kuivalainen, and Cadogan, 2012; Sorensen and 
Madsen, 2012). MO should always be 
beneficial for developing and sustaining 
competitive advantage, but it takes on different 
degrees of importance in different markets. It is 
thus critical to briefly consider the impacts of 
other strategic orientations before a true 
assessment can be made of the role of MO.  
 
MO and other strategic orientations.  
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is used to 
measure the degree of entrepreneurial behavior 
of firms in strategy-making and typically 
encompasses the dimensions of innovativeness, 
pro-activeness, and risk-taking (Miller, 1983). 
Most studies on entrepreneurial orientation 
have found a positive impact on performance, 
but with varying strengths depending on 
contexts (Martin and Javalgi, 2016; Nunez-
Pomar et al., 2016; Pehrsson and Pehrsson, 
2015; Wales, Gupta, and Moussa, 2013). A 
recent meta-analysis on entrepreneurial 
orientation’s impact on performance found that 
EO more strongly impacts performance in 
developing (as against developed) countries 
that are characterized by low uncertainty 
avoidance, low power distance, high in-group 
collectivism, and high political stability (Saeed, 
Yousafzai, and Engelen, 2014).  Research 
suggests there is a significant correlation 
between entrepreneurial orientation and market 
orientation, they have complementary impacts 
on performance and the degree of synergy 
between EO and MO determines organizational 
performance, with the maximum benefit 
coming when EO and MO are simultaneously 

proactive MO on radical innovation and new 
product success, but dampen the impact of 
responsive MO on incremental innovation. 
However, narrowly defined organizational 
mission implemented with strategic consensus 
strengthens the impact of responsive MO on 
incremental innovation and new product 
performance, but weakens the impact of 
proactive MO on radical innovation and 
product performance (Atuahene-Gima et al., 
2005; Brettel et al., 2012; Li and Lin 2008). 
Depending on extent of innovation needed in 
the market, different organizational 
characteristics facilitate or deter the impact of 
proactive versus responsive MO on success of 
radical and incremental new products.   
  
This historical analysis shows that even though 
overall MO does have a positive impact on a 
broad range of performance variables in a 
significant number of markets, its beneficial 
impact is not truly global. The extent and, in 
some cases, the direction of impact changes. 
This is because of interactions among the type 
of market orientation generated, the types of 
capabilities developed which mediate the 
relationship between MO and performance, the 
kinds of performance objectives to be achieved 
and country and organizational level factors 
that moderate both the generation of MO and its 
impact on performance. These react with each 
other differently in different markets, giving 
rise in cases to linear, non-linear or no impacts 
on different performance variables. Given 
particular environmental presence MO’s impact 
on performance ranges from negative to 
positive. This is also true for different 
performance measures within one country. This 
makes it difficult to generalize the 
straightforward beneficial impact of MO across 
countries. The analysis thus finds support for 
proposition 2.  
 
Globalness of MO’s Role in Competitive 
Advantage 
 
MO is only one of several strategic orientations 
that contribute to competitive advantage. 
Frequently, these orientations complement each 
other in achieving it (Barrett and Weinstein, 
1998).  Institutional theory states that 
institutions, such as national culture, market 
forces and economic environment, dictate the 
interaction and implementation of strategic 
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from partners (Chang and Fang, 2015; Gluic 
and Mihanovic, 2016; Ireland, Hitt, and 
Vaidyanath, 2002; Javalgi et al., 2011; 
Sorensen and Madsen, 2012). International 
orientation facilitates the process of 
internationalization and makes firms more 
active internationally. These positively impact 
market-oriented activities and strengthens 
MO’s impact on performance.   
 
To be beneficial MO, EO and IO must aid in 
absorption, processing, dissemination and 
response to market information (Day, 1994; 
Morgan et al., 2009; Ngo and Cass, 2012). A 
learning orientation (LO) supports that. 
Learning orientation is a firm’s inclination 
toward committing to a shared vision and being 
open-minded (Sinkula et al., 1997), which 
facilitates development of capability to use 
knowledge to predict and respond to changes in 
the environment (Calantone, Bendetto, and 
Song, 2011). Learning orientation has been 
shown to positively impact organizational 
performance (Herath and Karunaratne, 2017). 
Learning capabilities can be both adaptive 
(market-driven) to correct behavior in order to 
adapt to changes in the environment, and 
generative (market driving) to create paradigm 
shifts by continuously questioning and 
exploring routines and processes (Sinkula et al., 
1997). Learning orientation should thus support 
MO, EO and IO to work better together. 
Depending on context specificity, LO has been 
shown to combine separately with MO and EO 
to positively impact performance across 
country markets (Breman and Dalgic, 2000; 
Feder, 2015; Peng and Lin, 2017), and 
absorptive capacity of organizations (a learning 
capability) has been shown to complement EO, 
MO and marketing capabilities’ impact on new 
product performance (Engelen, Kube, Schmidt, 
and Flatten, 2014; Najafi-Tavani, Sharifi, and 
Najafi-Tavani, 2016) 
  
As firms increase their levels of inter-
nationalization, it is expected that they will 
need to get a better grasp of the impacts of 
environmental factors, in order to allocate 
resources appropriately to strengthen their 
strategic position.  With increasing success in 

optimized (Atuahene-Gima and Ko, 2001; 
Barrett and Weinstein, 1998; Falahat, Knight, 
and Alon, 2018; Frishammar and Horte, 2007; 
Gruber-Muecke and Hofer, 2015; Monferrer et 
al., 2012; Pelayo-Maciel, Velazquez-Aguilar, 
and Ortiz-Barrera, 2018; Pehrsson and 
Pehrsson, 2015; Slater and Narver, 1995; Zhou, 
Yim, and Tse,  2005).  This combination varies, 
given the environment. Todorovic and Ma 
(2008) conceptually argue that in high 
individualistic countries, a balanced and equal 
importance of EO-MO is more beneficial, 
whereas in low income collectivist countries 
EO is more beneficial than MO (Todorovic and 
Ma, 2008). This is because low income 
collectivist countries have more resource 
scarcity, and entrepreneurial firms will expend 
more effort to address this resource shortfall 
and will have fewer resources to devote to 
market-based efforts. Environment also 
determines the effectiveness of the kind of 
entrepreneurial behavior being utilized. In 
relatively stable markets, a market-driven 
Kirznerian form of entrepreneurial behavior has 
a positive impact on performance, whereas in 
more dynamic markets, a more market-driving 
Schumpeterian form of entrepreneurial 
behavior is particularly positive for firm 
performance (Sundqvist et al., 2012). 

 
Scholars define international orientation (IO) 
either as the process of increasing operations in 
international markets (Fletcher, 2001; 
Holmlund, Kock, and Vanyushyn, 2007) or as 
the degree of sales income or operations that 
firms obtain in international markets (Elango 
and Patnaik, 2007). The findings on the impact 
of international orientation and firm 
performance have been mixed with positive 
impacts on some performance measures in 
some countries, and negative in others 
(Bakunda, 2004; Behiyan, Mohamad, and 
Omar, 2015; Buckley, Clegg, and Wang, 2002; 
Chitoor and Ray, 2007; Zhou, Brown, Dev, and 
Agarwal, 2007). The mixed findings indicate 
the impact of environmental factors which put 
limitations on the extent to which IO is 
beneficial and create a context where a 
combination of different strategic orientations 
is more beneficial. IO in complement with EO 
helps counter the high risk and uncertainty in 
international markets (Knight and Kim, 2009). 
IO and MO support each other in turbulent ones 
in learning about customer needs and learning 
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“megamarketing” concept of marketing stress 
the importance of developing knowledge-based 
capabilities for market success. This becomes 
particularly critical for international markets, 
where both environmental and organizational 
factors moderate the performance impact of 
MO-derived strategic capabilities. The 
combination of organizational antecedents 
necessary to develop proactive vs. responsive 
MO is different and results in different strategic 
capabilities that are suited to achieve different 
performance objectives. Given the market 
realities, one type of MO could be more 
important than the other. The country level and 
the organizational level factors thus muddle the 
role MO plays in different markets across the 
world by determining the level and nature of 
MO, dynamic capabilities developed and 
moderating MO’s impact on performance. So, 
even though MO is generated from a global set 
of antecedents and is beneficial for firm 
performance across the world, the caveats and 
contingencies mentioned above need to be 
considered holistically for each market. All this 
indicates the need for an optimum level of MO 
for each market complemented by other 
strategic orientations, so that organizational 
capabilities developed are aligned with the 
environment and the performance objectives. 
This level of MO and complementary 
combination of strategic orientations will likely 
change with changing contexts. More or less 
similarities will exist among countries but this 
should not blind decision makers to the 
considerable differences that will exist too in 
many cases. The organic development of MO, 
and its impact on performance in each country 
allows partial generalizations, at best. Each 
country’s contextual realities thus must be 
considered as firms globalize. Market 
orientation can thus be considered global. 
Being global means being partly global and 
local, at the same time (oxford dictionary.com). 
  
A global framework of market orientation thus 
is global in its structure, but local in its 
processes and implementation. The author thus 
proposes the following globally applicable, but 
locally implementable, model of market 
orientation. The source of market orientation in 
organizations remains global, but the country-
specific contextual factors determine what level 
of market orientation is feasible, what 
complementary combination of strategic 

international markets, levels of both 
international and learning orientation should 
increase.  Given the contextual factors in play 
in different markets and the performance 
objectives, optimal combination of levels of 
entrepreneurial orientation and market 
orientation then needs to be developed to 
maximize competitive advantage (Cadogan et 
al., 2009). Increasing levels of EO and MO also 
bring in added costs. Thus, as environments 
keep on changing in terms of technology, 
market, and competition, market orientation or 
entrepreneurial orientation may take turns in 
playing a primary or secondary albeit positive 
roles. A point thus maybe reached, when a 
certain combination of levels of market 
orientation and other forms of strategic 
orientations will need to be sustained for 
competitive advantage.  
  
The above discussion ensuing from the 
historical analysis of articles supports 
proposition 3 that states that the role and 
importance of market orientation to competitive 
advantage is not global but is contingent on 
existing contextual factors. 
 

GLOBAL FRAMEWORK OF MARKET 
ORIENTATION 

 
The above discussion and analysis finds MO to 
be critical for organizational success across the 
world. Across countries, cultures, and markets, 
strong market orientation positively affects a 
whole range of performances. In fact, this 
positive effect carries on in the long-term to 
positively impact competitive advantage. The 
earlier a firm adopts market-oriented behavior, 
the more beneficial will be its effect on 
performance. The historical analysis shows that 
most of the factors that facilitate the 
development of a strong market orientation 
originate within the organization, and are global 
in nature. The analysis, however, also finds that 
the nature and relative importance of these 
factors are contingent on environmental factors, 
such as national culture, economy and market 
forces. These, individually and in combination, 
moderate the impacts of antecedents to impact 
the type and level of MO and the strategic 
dynamic capabilities that result from MO. It is 
through these capabilities that market 
orientation impacts performance. Both the 
service dominant logic and the 
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resources that are not easily imitable help 
develop competitive advantages. Therefore, 
marketing orientation by itself and in 
combination with other strategic orientation can 
be a source of competitive advantage for firms 
across markets. Below is a pictorial 
representation of the global framework of 
market orientation. 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
The paper has implications for both practice 
and academia. Unlike previous reviews and 
meta-analyses on market orientation, this 
review comprehensively and holistically 
describes and analyzes market orientation 
across countries, its antecedents, impact on 
performance, and its relative role in the 
competitive advantage of firms. This is the first 
review and analysis of market orientation that 
devotes the entire discussion to understanding 

orientations are needed for development of 
relevant dynamic capabilities for a positive 
impact on performance and achieving 
competitive advantage. Contextual factors 
should therefore be considered when 
developing processes to generate and 
implement MO. The framework is supported by 
the service dominant logic and the 
megamarketing concept of marketing, as well 
as by the contingency perspective and Resource 
Based View (RBV) of the firm. Both the 
service dominant logic and the megamarketing 
concept that stress the importance of 
developing knowledge-based dynamic 
capabilities for success, particularly in 
international markets, support the framework. 
As per both contingency perspective and RBV, 
contextual impacts make development of MO, 
in combination with other strategic orientations 
in each country, organic and hence at least 
partially inimitable. According to RBV, scarce 

FIGURE 1: 

Global Marketing Framework 
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Special attention may need to be given to 
development of one antecedent over another for 
an overall stronger market orientation and 
capabilities. For example, leaders in higher 
power distance countries should practice a more 
hands-on and mentor-like leadership style, to 
motivate employees to be market-oriented 
because these cultures accept large power 
differentials, expect leaders to be benevolent, 
and tend to look up to them for advice and 
direction. What especially needs to be 
recognized is the complex nature of the impact 
of moderators on market orientation, making it 
very difficult to generalize the optimum level of 
market orientation for a country beyond which 
market orientation is not more beneficial and, in 
some cases, even adverse in its effect on 
performance. International business managers 
should thus consider each country market 
separately when developing market orientation, 
and evaluating its impact on performance. 
Similarities across countries should only be 
seen as a broad guideline, not as an exact 
prescription for replication of strategies and 
processes.  

  
For researchers in international marketing and 
international management, this paper should 
serve as an updated and holistic foundation for 
future empirical and conceptual research on 
market orientation across countries. The global 
framework should act as a guide for research 
comparing countries on relative importance of 
antecedents for development of market 
orientation, on relative impacts of different 
kinds of performance measures, and on the best
-suited combination of strategic orientations.  
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