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Export Market Orientation: An Integrative Review and Directions for Future Research 

A firm’s export market orientation has long been interest of several scholars and has received theoretical 

and empirical research attention in the international business literature. In response, this study endeavors 

to critically investigate and synthesize the empirical body of research on the export market orientation 

phenomenon in relation to theoretical issues, context, characteristics - consisting of conceptual approaches 

and direct and indirect interrelationships among the constructs of interest -, and methodology. Within the 

scope of this systematic and comprehensive review, 80 studies on export market orientation published 

between 1998 and 2018 were subjected to a content-analysis. The findings delineate that in spite of the 

significant progress in the knowledge of export market orientation, particular concerns should be 

addressed to make the export market orientation literature move toward maturity. 

Keywords: Export market orientation; literature review; content analysis  

1. Introduction 

It is indisputable that in today’s business world almost all markets are dynamic in nature, which denotes 

the requirement for constant improvements in firms’ offerings (Hurley & Hunt, 1998; Paul & Gupta, 

2014; Paul & Mas, 2019). Correspondingly, in order to properly respond to consumers’ ever-changing 

tastes and preferences and to competitors’ strategic movements, firms have to be highly involved in 

keeping up with the latest market-based information; that is to say, to be market-oriented (Jaworski & 

Kohli, 1993; Liñán et al., 2019; Paul & Sánchez-Morcilio, 2019). The market orientation phenomenon has 

been strongly suggested to be of great importance in establishing high customer value and achieving 

sustainable competitive advantage; which in turn, results in remarkable performance in the marketplace 

(Slater & Narver, 1994). Nevertheless, it is vital to note that an outstanding performance attained in the 

domestic context cannot be smoothly transmitted to a foreign market setting (Murray et al., 2007). In a 

similar vein, a firm’s market orientation in a domestic environment does not unquestionably indicate that 

the firm will exhibit the same behavior in export markets (Cadogan et al., 2001). 
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It has been highlighted that even though the application setting does not alter the main essence of the 

market orientation concept, such barriers as the complicatedness of export environment, international 

competitive pressures, and challenges to acquire sufficient information in overseas markets, etc. exert big 

influence on the implementation of market orientation in the export context (Cadogan et al., 1999; 

Diamantopoulos & Cadogan, 1996). Specifically, since international markets have more complex 

environment structures than domestic ones and the phenomenon of market orientation explicitly deals with 

firms’ domestic operations, firms are required to develop export market orientation (EMO) in order to be 

successful in international markets via focusing on additional issues which are specific to foreign market 

environments (Cadogan & Diamantopoulos, 1995). Moreover, by virtue of the fact that market orientation 

is firmly dependent on domestic market information gathering and dissemination, information chain is 

comparatively less developed in export markets; hence, a huge difference between a firm’s EMO and its 

market orientation in domestic markets exists (Cadogan et al., 2002a). Building on these, as Cadogan and 

Diamantopoulos (1995: 51) suggested, “Merely modifying existing measures by 'internationalizing' their 

terminology is unlikely to be sufficient. Additional items will most probably be required to reflect 

operations which are qualitatively very different from those occurring in domestic markets; likewise, it is 

possible that items which are pertinent within a domestic setting may be of little use in an international 

context”. This implies that the concentration of market orientation towards export setting is needed, which 

has been also signified by an exploratory study revealing that the patterns of EMO are distinctive 

(Diamantopoulos & Cadogan, 1996).    

With the increased effect of globalization and international trade, firms necessitate to address much more 

opportunities in foreign markets, again putting special emphasis on the role of developing EMO in 

exporting activities (Leonidou et al., 2010; Murray et al., 2011). In this sense, recent decades have 

received great scholarly attention on a rapidly growing phenomenon of market orientation in export 

markets with respect to its importance and role in the strategic management field (Cadogan et al., 2016; 

Makri et al., 2017; Katsikea et al., 2019), starting with the initial studies in the 1990s (e.g., Cadogan & 
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Diamantopoulos, 2005; Cadogan et al., 1999).  Previously, several attempts have been made to review the 

accumulated body of knowledge in the pertinent literature, providing useful grounds for the stream of 

research on market orientation. However, our review provides a comprehensive and up-to-date coverage 

on EMO while others have concentrated either on the conceptualization of market orientation (e.g., 

Jaworski & Kohli, 1996; Van Raaij & Stoelhorst, 2008) or exporting challenges (Paul et al., 2018; Kahiya, 

2019) or firm/innovation performance (e.g., Cano et al., 2004; Dawes, 1999; Ellis, 2006; Grinstein, 2008; 

Kirca et al., 2005), others have been channeled into examining market orientation in different contexts 

such as service sector (e.g., Esteban et al., 2002) and nonprofit and voluntary sector (e.g., Shoham et al., 

2006). 

As a response to this gap, the main purpose of this study is to provide a systematic and an integrate review 

of the extant empirical research on EMO published between 1998 and 2018, aiming to identify the 

growing tendencies pertaining to methodological and theoretical idiosyncrasies of the existent research. 

Specifically, a number of objectives are addressed in this research: (1) making a theoretical assessment to 

the relevant articles in terms of theoretical backgrounds, conceptual approaches, and direct and indirect 

interrelationships of the antecedents of EMO, EMO, and its outcomes; (2) investigating the context of 

research on the EMO construct; (3) presenting the methodological characteristics of the studies in the 

field; and (4) revealing the research gaps and providing fruitful directions for further empirical studies. In 

this sense, this review considerably contributes to the extant literature via offering a systematic review of 

export market orientation and focusing on the existent trends and the tendencies in the respective field of 

subject based upon the TCCM framework developed by Paul and Rosado-Serrano (2019).  

2. Background 

Being identified as one of the significant pillars in the field of marketing, in a nutshell, the concept of 

market orientation implies the application of the marketing term (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). In the extant 

literature, market orientation has been pinpointed as a part of organizational behavior (Kohli & Jaworski, 

1990), a facet of organizational culture (Deshpandé et al., 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990), a firm resource 
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(Hunt & Morgan, 1995), or a firm capability (e.g., Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005).  Market orientation is 

closely intertwined with market learning (Özsomer & Gençtürk, 2003); such that, market-oriented firms 

regularly gather data about their external stakeholders and they convert this information into market 

offerings with superior customer value (Slater & Narver, 1995). Additionally, firms with high market 

orientation possess exceptional market sensing, customer linking, and channel bonding competencies, 

which are supported by effective management practices (Day, 1994).  

Drawing upon insights from the seminal papers of Narver and Slater (1990) and Kohli and Jaworski 

(1990), market-oriented firms are considered to be those which gather information related to market 

atmosphere and exploit from that knowledge in making strategic decisions and meeting with diverse 

expectations of their stakeholders (Cadogan et al., 1999; Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). On the other side, 

EMO is mainly associated with firms’ efforts to involve the marketing term in their export activities 

(Cadogan et al., 2009) and it puts particular emphasis on the firm’s export markets rather than its domestic 

markets (Cadogan et al., 2003). It has been advocated that EMO competency is notably critical for 

exporting firms, since it allows these firms to collect accurate information about the target market, 

recognize the details regarding the consumer demands, and pursue a strategy to be prominent among rivals 

in export markets (He et al., 2013). Export market-oriented firms encourage continuous market research 

throughout the organization; and thus, they are able to promptly meet the changes in export markets 

(Murray et al., 2011). 

From a behavioral perspective, market-oriented strategies formed by a firm in the field of exporting is 

entitled “export market-oriented behavior” and described as “export intelligence generation, 

dissemination, and responsiveness” (Cadogan et al., 1999; Cadogan et al., 2009). Due to the EMO’s 

offsetting role in foreign environments which have been mostly characterized by high market turbulence 

and intense competition (Matanda & Freeman, 2009), market orientation is identified to be of great 

importance in export operations (Rose & Shoham, 2002; Sousa et al., 2008). Following this, it has been 

widely acknowledged that firms should formulate efficacious strategies, namely, export market-oriented 
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strategies, in overseas markets in an attempt to generate superior export performance (Cavusgil & Zou, 

1994; Murray et al., 2007). Correspondingly, market orientation has gained growing significance of 

pertinent research in exporting (Hurley & Hult, 1998), since great amount of empirical studies has also 

indicated that firms with a high degree of market orientation in their export operations have been more 

successful rather than their counterparts in international markets in terms of understanding the needs of 

customers, sustaining to the strategies of competitors, and external forces (Cadogan et al., 2002a; Murray 

et al., 2007).  

3. Investigation method 

This review concentrates specifically on studies examining firms’ EMO practices. Also, this paper 

considers the empirical articles published in English and between 1998 and 2018, covering all studies 

carried out on the subject in the business literature. In line with the scope of this review, the inclusion 

criteria consist of: (a) studies investigating market orientation within the exporting context rather than in 

other international business settings; (b) studies published in peer-reviewed academic journals; and (c) 

empirical studies featured in business-related publication outlets with empirical nature, conducted through 

primary and/or secondary data.   

Relevant articles were identified from several electronic databases - EBSCO, Elsevier, Springer, Wiley, 

Sage, Taylor & Francis, and JSTOR - applying the keywords “market orient*”, “customer orientation”, 

“competitor orientation”, “interfunctional coordination”, “intelligence generation”, “intelligence 

dissemination”, and “responsiveness” in combination with the search term “export”, which is in line with 

both the cultural (e.g., Deshpandé et al., 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990) and behavioral approaches (e.g., 

Cadogan et al., 1999; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990) to EMO. Also, by means of reviewing the references lists 

of the articles manual search process was employed in order to ensure that all consistent studies were 

selected regarding the top journals in the business field. To involve all the top journals in the business 

field, the qualities of all respective articles were examined regarding the official list of the Association of 

Business Schools (ABS), United Kingdom, which has been extensively used as an academic journal guide 
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(e.g., Adams et al., 2016; Paul & Benito, 2018). The final list involves 80 empirical research studies, 

appeared in 28 different journals conforming to the criteria of this review (Appendix).  

With the intent of performing a systematic literature review and establishing the trends on EMO, the 

relevant articles were classified into spanning two decades by following other important review studies 

within the field (e.g., Aykol et al., 2013; Leonidou & Katsikeas, 2010): 1998-2007 (i.e., 22 articles), and 

2008-2018 (i.e., 58 articles). The leading five journals that delivered to the scope of research were: 

Journal of International Marketing (13.8%), International Business Review (12.5%), Journal of Business 

Research (11.3%), International Marketing Review (8.8%), and Industrial Marketing Management 

(8.8%). Notably, the empirical studies investigating EMO were respectively aggregated under the field of 

marketing (51.3%), international business and area studies (25.0%), and general management, ethics and 

social responsibility (16.3%). With regard to the trends of EMO research (Figure 1), a considerable 

majority of the studies (92.6%) was published in the fields of international business and area studies, 

marketing, and general management, ethics and social responsibility, respectively. Also, when examining 

the distribution of publication dates of the articles, most of the studies (72.5%) were published in the 

second time span (2008-2018), while the remainder (27.5%) was featured in the first-time span of the 

research (1998-2007), indicating a growing attention to the subject in recent years. Therefore, an 

exponential growth was encountered on the studies examining EMO. 

“Figure 1 goes about here” 

Building on the suggestions presented in the previous international marketing research area, content 

analysis was employed in order to make the analysis in a precise manner (Leonidou & Katsikeas, 2010). 

In this context, all articles were content-analyzed based upon a pre-specified coding protocol, which was 

designed to extract information with respect to the studies of Tan and Sousa (2011) and Zou and Stan 

(1998). After making the initial readings and exploiting from both open and axial coding (e.g., Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998), the list of coding categories comprised four parts: (1) theoretical background, including the 

theoretical approaches employed in the relevant studies, (2) empirical issues, concentrating on the 
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conceptual approaches to EMO, antecedents and outcomes of EMO, and moderators/mediators in these 

relationships; (3) context, dealing with country/region of the study, industry, firm size, and the unit of 

analysis; and (4) methodology, focusing on sample size, data collection method, response rate, key 

informant, and analytical approach. The concepts in each article were coded based on the authors’ major 

points regarding to the definitions and operationalizations specified in each relevant study, aimed to 

identify key thematic areas and prominent trends upcoming concerning to EMO.    

The coding process was conducted by two independent coders, having competence and comprehensive 

knowledge of the subject. Both comprehended the aim of the study, the instruments exploited during the 

analysis and the coding protocol. After the authors coded all empirical studies, working independently of 

each other, the information contained in the coding scheme was subsequently compared in order to resolve 

any discrepancies and reach a consensus. As a result of the coding process, inter-coder reliability 

demonstrated a high degree of agreement between two coders, ranging from 95% to 100%, which falls 

within satisfactory thresholds (Kassarjian, 1977). 

4. Findings 

The findings of this integrative review are discussed in line with the TCCM framework developed by Paul 

and Rosado-Serrano (2019), in which T denotes for theory, C for context, C for characteristics, and M for 

methodology. 

4.1. Theory (T) 

The theory part covers the main characteristics of the theories used within the articles reviewed in this 

study and their major research streams that have dominated in the accumulated body of EMO research. 

The theories that have been explicitly reported throughout the studies (53.7%) were examined in the 

present study, while the remaining studies (46.3%) have implicit descriptions in terms of the theoretical 

background utilized (Table 1). With respect to the increasing frequency of use in all empirical studies 

reviewed, these theories consist of resource-based view (36.3%), relationship marketing theory (6.3%), 
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behavioral paradigm (5.0%), contingency theory (5.0%), institutional theory (5.0%), organizational 

learning theory (3.8%), and others (12.5%), respectively. 

“Table 1 goes about here” 

Resource-based view is based on the premise that a firm must be fulfilled with valuable, rare, imperfectly 

imitable, and imperfectly substitutable resources in order to attain sustainable competitive advantage 

(Barney, 1991). Further, the resource-based view centers on the association between firm’s internal 

capacity and its performance with an intent to explain how firm resources and capabilities help firms 

achieve superior business performance (Collis & Montgomery, 1995). Also, dynamic capabilities theory, 

incorporating the transformative nature of resources and capabilities, was emerged as an extension form of 

RBV (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). The resource-based view was the most frequently 

used theory in EMO research (36.3%) and mainly employed to explain the complementary effect of 

strategic orientations (i.e., EMO, international orientation, and entrepreneurial orientation) as firm 

capabilities on export performance (e.g., Birru et al., 2019; Boso et al., 2018; Cadogan et al., 2016). 

Moreover, this theory was also largely focused on the link between EMO as a firm resource and export 

performance (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2009; He et al., 2018; Lengler et al., 2016). Another common 

application of this theory was aimed at explaining the innovativeness in exporting (e.g., Boso et al., 2016; 

Naidoo, 2010) and strategic decisions (i.e., export market and channel selection) in exporting (e.g., He et 

al., 2013; He & Wei, 2011). 

Relationship marketing theory postulates that developing and retaining strong and outstanding relational 

exchanges established an extensive change within the domain of marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

Moreover, relationship marketing theory has an emphasis on appealing, establishing and maintaining long 

lasting and strong relationships with individual accounts (Berry & Parasuraman, 1991; Jackson, 1985). In 

this sense, firms with a focus on customer and competitor orientation are tend to have stronger 

relationships with their customers, as they implement relationship marketing activities in foreign markets 
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such as anticipating customer preferences, expectations, and solving the problematic issues of their 

customers, and exchanging information about the market research and intelligence with their customers in 

international markets (Sichtmann & Selasinsky, 2010; Svendsen et al., 2011). In the area of EMO research 

(6.3%), this theory was mostly utilized to shed light on the issues such as market orientation as an 

antecedent of relationship pricing in exporting (e.g., Argouslidis & Indounas, 2010). Further, some 

scholars developed frameworks derived from relationship marketing theory with an aim to explain the 

interrelationship of competitor orientation, customer involvement in new product development, and 

relationship profitability in exporting (e.g., Svendsen et al., 2011) and customer orientation as a 

determinant of customer relationships in the context of B2B services in exporting (e.g., Sichtmann & 

Selasinsky, 2010). 

Behavioral paradigm, used by 5.0% of the empirical studies, evaluates the firm as a coalition of members, 

who are also affiliated with sub-coalitions following various goals determined by means of a process of 

quasi-resolution of conflict that underlines the importance of behavioral aspects in understanding firm 

activities (Anderson, 1982). Correspondingly, objectives are considered independent restraints set by the 

individuals of the organizational coalition and contingent upon environmental alterations over time (Cyert 

& March, 1963). In that vein, the extant literature revealed a conflicting situation on whether inter-

organizational relationships (e.g., trust, commitment, social interaction, power) have an influence on 

market orientation or vice versa (Lin et al., 2014). In fact, these paradoxical discussions yield a mutual 

interaction among the constructs, as both market orientation helps firms improving long-lasting customer 

relationships (Helfert et al., 2002) and enhanced inter-organizational relationships, which are based upon 

high degree of trust and commitment between buyer and seller in international markets, also assist firms 

generating market intelligence in the competitive marketplaces (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). In the line of 

research on EMO, the behavioral paradigm was mostly adopted to reveal the reciprocal interactions of the 

behavioral dimensions (e.g., communication, commitment, cooperation, relationship distance, and power), 

which improve or impede the relationships between exporters and either importers (e.g., Alteren & 
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Tudoran, 2016; Lin et al., 2014) or distributors (e.g., Racela et al., 2007), with market orientation in the 

field of exporting. Particularly, it has been attempted to examine both the influence of EMO on export 

performance through behavioral aspects (i.e., communication, commitment, cooperation, dependence, and 

relationship distance (e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016; Racela et al., 2007) and EMO as a mediator in the 

link between inter-firm relationships (i.e., commitment, trust, social interaction, and power) and export 

performance (e.g., Lin et al., 2014). 

According to contingency theory, there exists no single strategy which is suitable for all organizations, 

which implies the importance of specific organizational structures, contexts or circumstances emerging as 

contingency variables and firm’s coalignment with its environment (Lages & Montgomery, 2004; Scott, 

2003). Contingency theory centers on attaining the fit between strategy and boundary conditions in order 

to achieve superior performance (Hultman et al., 2009; Katsikeas et al., 2006). Further, contingency 

theory in the accumulated body of EMO research (5.0%) was exploited to examine the moderating roles of 

export environmental conditions and export strategy in the link between EMO and export performance 

(e.g., Cadogan et al., 2009). In addition, some other boundary conditions comprised firm’s international 

experience and country of origin effect when investigating the association between EMO and client 

perceived performance (e.g., La et al., 2009). Moreover, as contingency theory embodies response 

variables, referring to the managerial behaviors as a response to expected contingencies (Zeithalm, 1988), 

Makri et al. (2017) considered export innovativeness as a strategic response of exporting firms to the 

phenomenon of EMO in concurrence with the contingency theory. 

Institutional theory was employed as a theoretical foundation by 5.0% of the articles in the EMO 

literature, which denotes that organizations represent open systems which are interchanged with and 

dependent on institutional environments (Scott, 2003), consisting of “cognitive, normative, and regulative 

structures and activities” (Scott, 1995: 33). Institution-based view stresses that firm behaviors and 

strategies are subject to not only industrial and firm-level factors but also to institutional framework 

surrounded by formal and informal rules (Peng et al., 2009). The body of research on EMO drawing on 
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the institutional theory notably investigated the moderating role of the institutional distance between home 

and target country in the association between EMO and export channel selection (He et al., 2013), as well 

as export performance (He et al., 2018). Other applications of the institution-based view in the pertinent 

literature included the examination of the institutional development level’s relevance in the moderating 

effect of EMO on product innovativeness and performance (Boso et al., 2016), and how the institutional 

environment pertains to organizational learning (Mac & Evangelista, 2016). 

Organizational learning theory suggests that organizational learning is a process of enhancing activities by 

means of better knowledge and comprehension (Fiol & Lyles, 1985), covering the components 

“knowledge acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation, and organizational memory” 

(Huber, 1991: 88). A learning architecture within the firm considerably contributes to competitive 

advantage, due to its favorable impacts on generating superior customer value, its complicated nature to be 

developed and copied, and its usefulness in turbulent environments (Sinkula, 1994; Slater & Narver, 

1995). The empirical research on EMO anchored on the organizational learning theory was relatively less 

in number (3.8%), which were mainly channeled into analyzing the complementary influence of EMO, 

organizational learning, and internationalization on firm innovativeness and export performance (Nguyen 

et al., 2016), and the act of EMO in facilitating organizational learning (i.e., learning commitment, 

exploitative & exploratory innovation), which in turn, affecting export performance (Hortinha et al., 2011; 

Mac & Evangelista, 2016). 

Other theoretical perspectives that did not draw adequate attention in the EMO literature can be 

exemplified as industrial organization theory, stakeholder theory, and knowledge-based view. Firstly, the 

key premise behind the industrial organization theory is that the structural attributes of industry shape firm 

behavior/conduct, and ultimately, firm performance, implying the paramount role of industry structure in 

explaining firm performance (McGahan & Porter, 1997; Porter, 1981). In the EMO research, this theory 

was utilized to enlighten the interrelationship of external/internal factors, EMO, and export performance 

(Lengler et al., 2016). Moreover, stakeholder theory supports that all individuals or parties with legitimate 
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interests in a firm desire to gain benefits, while no set of interests is assumed to be prior than others 

(Donaldson & Preston, 1995), and the key concern of this theory revolves around how management 

should establish the relationships with stakeholders to cultivate the development of economic value 

(Freeman et al., 2004). The pertinent literature concentrating on the stakeholder theory examined the 

complementary effect of EMO and employee orientation on both innovation and export performance 

(Zhang, 2010). Furthermore, knowledge-based view, recognized as an offshoot of the resource-based 

view, argues that knowledge serves as the first and foremost strategic endowment of a firm (Grant, 1996). 

In this respect, the impacts of knowledge, derived from organizational learning, and EMO on brand 

innovation was explored in the stream of research on EMO capitalizing on the knowledge-based view 

(Nguyen et al., 2016). 

4.2. Context (C) 

In respect of context (Table 2), the characteristics of the research setting reveal that the great majority of 

articles (90.0%) gathered data from one country; this pattern is similar for the two-time frames covered in 

the analysis. The remaining proportion of studies (10.1%) pursued a multi-country view; however, of 

these, only a few articles applied to a cross-cultural comparison (e.g., Boso et al., 2018; Cadogan et al., 

2001).  

“Table 2 goes about here” 

In terms of geographical domain, China (18.8%) refers to the most frequently examined country in this 

stream of research, followed by the United Kingdom (10.0%) and Finland (8.8%). This reflects the 

fieldwork characteristics of the analysis which demonstrate Asia (46.3%) and Europe (45.5%) as the most 

popular geographical regions. Interestingly, even though scholarly attention towards Europe and Asia has 

remained constant during the two time periods, interest in North America has seriously declined between 

the years of 2008 and 2018. Instead, the inclination to investigate the countries situating in Africa (e.g., 

Ghana, Nigeria) and Latin America (e.g., Brazil, Mexico) has been recorded in the recent decade.  
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Regarding industrial sector, the vast majority of studies (83.0%) adopted a sampling derived from multiple 

industries, fundamentally with the purpose of improving the generalizability of the study findings (e.g., 

Lengler et al., 2013; Navarro et al., 2010). On the other hand, a single-industry sample was employed to a 

much lesser extent (15.0% of studies), among these, education, textile, and clothing industries were 

conspicuous.  

Moreover, the chronological analysis indicates that more than two-fourth of the studies (60.0%) took 

small, medium, and large-sized firms altogether into account, which is true from the beginning of the first 

to the end of the second time period. Another considerable proportion of articles (18.0%) was devoted to 

small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), with an increasing trend over time.  This finding is coherent 

with the argument that accompanied by its big influence on foreign market learning, EMO plays a pivotal 

role in the internationalization processes of SMEs (Boso et al., 2016).  

As for unit of analysis, firm-level measures were used by a great percentage of the studies (65.0%), albeit 

a slight decline in recent years. Export venture (15.0%) was the second most common unit of analysis, 

whereas export market (5.0%) was included on a limited extent. Firm-level assessment might be suitable 

for small-sized firms with limited number of product lines (Zou & Stan, 1998); however, it should be 

approached by suspicion, because combining all export ventures owned by medium and large-sized 

enterprises may yield to confounding empirical results (Cavusgil & Zou, 1994).  

4.3. Characteristics (C) 

In this review study, the characteristics of EMO literature were investigated on the basis of three main 

parts: (1) the conceptual approaches to EMO, (2) the direct empirical relationships between EMO and its 

antecedents, and between EMO and its outcomes, and (3) the influence of the moderator/mediator 

variables on EMO and its antecedents/outcomes. Figure 2, drawn upon the prior literature reviews (i.e., 

İpek, 2019; Rosado-Serrano et al., 2018; Volberda et al., 2010), exhibits a comprehensive framework 

involving the characteristics in relation to the extant EMO literature. 
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“Figure 2 goes about here” 

4.3.1. Conceptual approaches to Export Market Orientation 

In the pertinent literature, two different approaches stand out in relation to the nature of market 

orientation: a behavioral and a cultural approach (Homburg & Pflesser, 2000). On the one side, the 

behavioral approach considers market orientation an organizational activity focusing on the production 

and diffusion of market knowledge (e.g., Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). In accordance with the behavioral 

view, market orientation is described as “the organization wide generation of market intelligence 

pertaining to current and future customer needs, dissemination of the intelligence across departments, and 

organization wide responsiveness to it” (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990: 6).  

On the other side, the cultural approach focuses on the notion that market orientation represents a part of 

organizational culture, which covers the set of norms and beliefs facilitating the customer value creation 

process (e.g., Deshpandé et al., 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990). Following the cultural perspective, Narver 

and Slater (1990: 21) views market orientation as “the organizational culture that most effectively and 

efficiently creates the necessary behaviors for the creation of superior value for buyers and, thus, 

continuous performance for the business”, with the dimensions of customer orientation, competitor 

orientation, and interfunctional coordination. In spite of these various principles, both behavioral and 

cultural approaches concentrate on customer as the first and foremost element of the market orientation 

phenomenon (Mavondo & Farrell, 2000). 

In line with the body of research on market orientation, the findings of the review study indicate that the 

behavioral (51.3%) and cultural approach (45.0%) were the two dominant perspectives to conceptualize 

EMO, with a growing tendency throughout time. In particular, empirical studies following the behavioral 

approach increased from 13.75% in years 1998-2007 to 37.5% in 2008-2018, while the ones pursuing the 

cultural approach rose from 12.5% in years 1998-2007 to 32.5% in 2008-2018, marking a similar pattern 

under the periods of investigation. Apart from these, a small proportion of studies (3.7%) incorporated 
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different foundations to explain the nature of EMO. Specifically, while two articles investigated EMO in 

terms of managerial characteristics (Katsikea et al., 2005; La et al., 2009), the remaining study examined 

the term with respect to environmental and ecological concerns (Ripollés et al., 2012).  

4.3.2. Direct relationships  

4.3.2.1. Antecedents of Export Market Orientation 

In the export literature, 85 variables were identified throughout the whole time period covered in the 

analysis as to the antecedents of EMO (Table 3). Depending upon the conceptualization and measurement 

of the variables, recognized determinants of EMO were grouped into three main categories, which are (1) 

intra-organizational factors, (2) inter-organizational factors, and (3) environmental factors. In regard to the 

study findings, intra-organizational factors (80.0%) were overwhelmingly subject to empirical analysis, 

while inter-organizational factors (14.1%) and environmental factors (5.9%) drew attention to a much 

lesser extent. 

“Table 3 goes about here” 

First of all, intra-organizational factors, that are conducive to EMO, were further classified into five 

second-order categories: organizational factors, firm characteristics, managerial factors, export behavior, 

and export performance, revealing a similar pattern over time. Of these, encompassing organizational 

structure, strategic orientation, organizational systems, and organizational strategy, organizational factors 

captured the highest proportion (35.3%) of the antecedents of EMO. With respect to organizational 

structure, the favorable influences of export structure’s centralization, coordination, and formalization on 

EMO were largely supported (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2002a; Cadogan et al., 2006). Further, export 

performance has been rarely examined as the antecedents of EMO (3.6.%) in the pertinent literature, 

which implies that firms learn from their past satisfactory export results, helping them generate and 

disseminate better market intelligence related to different foreign markets when giving strategic decisions 

in exporting (e.g., Navarro et al., 2011).  
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Moreover, the determinants of EMO pertaining to organizational factors also dealt with strategic 

orientation of firms to a great extent (7.1%), as EMO complements itself with other strategic orientations 

(Boso et al., 2012b). In harmony with this notion, entrepreneurial orientation (e.g., Ripollés et al., 2012), 

learning orientation (e.g., Nguyen & Barrett, 2006), and employee orientation (e.g., Zhang, 2010), all 

registered positive impacts on EMO. As for organizational systems, empirical evidence broadly showed 

that export market-oriented reward and training systems encourage export market-oriented behavior 

within organizations (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2001; Chi & Sun, 2013). Finally, the category of organizational 

strategy primarily consists of export market expansion and adaptation strategies. In this sense, for 

instance, it has been supported that exporting firms which implement export market spreading strategies 

are more likely to be customer oriented in foreign markets (Katsikea et al., 2005). 

A significant amount of the antecedents of EMO (23.5%) was also assigned to firm characteristics, with a 

particular emphasis laid on export experience. The empirical results were widely consistent with the 

argument that together with export experience, firms become more familiar with information channels in 

overseas markets, which in turn, enhance the effectiveness of EMO activities (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2006). 

In terms firm reputation, for example the empirical evidence in the context of higher education reveals that 

although a university’s national reputation cultivates information generation, it has no impact neither on 

dissemination nor on responsiveness activities (Asaad et al., 2015). Moreover, it has been suggested that 

while export destination (or host market) has no relevance with customer-oriented pricing decisions, the 

origin of an exporting firm is positively associated with customer-oriented invoicing in exporting (Anckar 

& Samiee, 2000). As for firm capabilities and firm size, exporters’ capabilities have been found to be 

influential on increasing EMO (Kwon & Hu, 2000); on the other side, no significant relationship has been 

reported between firm size and EMO (Navarro et al., 2010). 

Another body of research on the determinants of EMO centered on managerial factors, in which 

management’s commitment to exporting and management’s emphasis on EMO stand out. Nonetheless, 

scholars came up with contradictory findings in connection with these constructs. Notably, while top 
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management’s affirmative attitude toward exporting and the cues about the value of EMO behavior sent 

by leaders were considered to be of great importance in reinforcing EMO throughout organization 

(Cadogan et al., 2001; Chi & Sun, 2013), in other study no significant association between neither 

management’s commitment to exporting nor management’s emphasis on EMO and the EMO concept was 

observed (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, 8.2% of the determinant factors of EMO were channeled into export behavior. Within the 

scope of export behavior, export dependence and export proactivity attracted notable interest among 

scholars. Empirical evidence on both export dependence and export proactivity is in line with the 

hypothesized relationships; specifically, all empirical articles acknowledged the positive effect of export 

dependence (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2002; Chi & Sun, 2013) and export proactivity (e.g., Navarro et al., 

2011; Navarro-García et al., 2013) on EMO. As a final sub-category within the intra-organizational 

factors, only a few empirical studies focused on export performance as an antecedent of EMO; it was 

concluded that quantitative past export performance produces mixed effects on EMO (e.g., Ellis et al., 

2011; Navarro et al., 2011), whereas qualitative past export performance gave rise to the EMO behavior 

(Navarro et al., 2011). 

In the existing literature, inter-organizational factors (14.1%) refer to the second main category EMO 

determinants, with a rising inclination over the two time periods. Drawing on the relational or behavioral 

approach, high quality in buyer-seller/exporter-importer relationships expedites market intelligence 

generation, dissemination, and responsiveness in export markets (Chang & Fang, 2015; Lin et al., 2014). 

In accordance with this tenet, empirical findings exhibit that commitment, trust, and social interaction 

between firm and its partners strengthen EMO and exerting power among partners inhibits the 

development of export market-oriented activities (Chang & Fang, 2015; Lin et al., 2014).   

Similar to inter-organizational factors, environmental factors (5.9%) as drivers of EMO also attracted 

limited interest. Being explored by only four articles, environmental factors incorporate industrial 

structure, institutional distance, and perceived country image. Special importance was given to export 
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environmental turbulence in general, and technological and competitive turbulence in particular. In this 

sense, the scholars defended that anchoring on the contingency theory, environmental turmoil in foreign 

markets force exporting firms to facilitate market learning process, concisely, EMO (Cadogan et al., 

2006). Besides, among external factors, one empirical study explored institutional distance, finding it to be 

conversely related with EMO (Ellis, 2007). Finally, another study carried out in the context of universities 

demonstrated that whereas perceived country image is significantly correlated with the market 

responsiveness dimension of EMO, it does not have a linkage with neither market information generation 

nor market information dissemination (Asaad et al., 2015). 

4.3.2.2. Outcomes of Export Market Orientation 

As far as the outcomes of EMO were examined in the third stream, 127 different kinds of consequences 

were witnessed in total over the whole time period (Table 4). These outcomes were then classified into 

five distinct groups, revealing how the researchers approached to EMO from different perspectives in the 

export literature. In relation to the findings, the bulk of the articles investigated the effects of EMO on 

performance-related outcomes (53.5%), followed by strategy-related outcomes (22.8%) and firm 

characteristics (11.1%). Besides, some researchers paid also attention to examine the association between 

EMO and relational outcomes (6.3%). Only a small proportion of the articles concentrated on 

miscellaneous consequences of EMO, which was grouped under others (6.3%).  

“Table 4 goes about here” 

With respect to performance-related outcomes, since the cruciality of gathering market information in 

foreign operations to sustain the export success has been extensively emphasized in the extant literature 

(Cadogan et al., 1999; Hooley & Newcomb, 1983), export performance, measured with various indicators, 

was emerged as the mostly investigated outcome of EMO (40.9%). Specifically, while the vast majority of 

the articles found a strong relationship between EMO and export performance (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2012; 

Chang & Fang, 2015), there exists also studies reporting partial support for the relationship between EMO 
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and export performance (e.g., Gerschewski et al., 2015; Lengler et al., 2013; Rose & Shoham, 2002). In a 

detailed way, EMO was found to be positively correlated with export financial performance (e.g., export 

sales, export growth, export profit, and export intensity) (e.g., Birru et al., 2018; Murray et al., 2011; 

Pascucci et al., 2016) and export strategic performance (e.g., competitiveness, strategic position, 

expansion strategically into other foreign markets, and global market share) (e.g., Birru et al., 2018; 

Chung, 2012; Murray et al., 2011). Nevertheless, some researchers concluded that EMO has either non-

significant or negative effect on export financial performance (e.g., Lengler et al., 2013; Mac & 

Evangelista, 2016). Apart from these, it was also suggested that the association between EMO and export 

performance is not linear, revealing an inverted U-shaped link (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2009; Sørensen & 

Madsen, 2012). On the other side, a few articles examined the impact of export market-oriented activities 

on innovation performance (e.g., Boso et al., 2012b; Wu, 2011), all demonstrating positive and significant 

results except two studies (e.g., Radas & Božić, 2009; Zhang & Zhu, 2016). Furthermore, a small number 

of studies have investigated how EMO positively influences other performance-related consequences such 

as business performance (5.5%) and client perceived performance (0.8%). 

In relation with strategy-related outcomes, as the concept of market orientation has found its place at the 

heart of corporate marketing strategy for over the years (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990), 

important number of the reviewed articles examined the consecutive effects of EMO on marketing 

strategy (11.8%), involving marketing mix adaptation strategies (e.g., Navarro-García et al., 2014), 

strategic export pricing (e.g., Tzokas et al., 2000), and global marketing strategy (e.g., Wu, 2011). In 

particular, all empirical studies in this review stressed on the fact that a higher market-oriented firm will 

have some specialties in predicting and responding to the changes in export markets, which enable them to 

conduct better marketing strategies with the help of making adaptations or other modifications in 

international markets (Han et al., 1998; Navarro et al., 2010).  

With respect to export decision-making, a market-oriented firm chooses their foreign markets in a more 

systematically and formalized manner with the effect of increased market knowledge and competency in 
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foreign markets, leading to the selection of more distant markets (He & Wei, 2011; Sinkula, 1994). In this 

sense, market entry decisions (3.9%) were tested as a consequence of EMO, incorporating  international 

market selection (e.g., He & Wei, 2011), customer selection (e.g., Beaujanot et al., 2004), entry mode 

choice (e.g., Ripollés et al., 2012), and internationalization (e.g., Liu et al., 2011). On the other hand, 

market exist decisions (0.8%), which could be much more explained by market orientation due to the fact 

that market-oriented firms also better perform in avoiding threats and uncertain environments with more 

strategic flexibilities (Atuahene-Gima, 1995; Didonet et al., 2012), were received little attention in the 

extant literature (e.g., Yayla et al., 2018). Moreover, since market orientation plays an effective role in 

stimulating strategically taken decisions within organizations (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990), scant research has 

examined and supported the positive effects of EMO on other strategy-related outcomes such as strategic 

orientation (3.1%) (e.g., entrepreneurial orientation, international orientation), export commitment (3.1%), 

and generic strategies (0.8%).  

Issues pertaining to firm characteristics were the main consecutive outcomes (11.1%), particularly 

featured ones in the last decade. Since past research highlighted the importance of developing firm 

capabilities on firm’s competitiveness in foreign markets by relying on the information disseminated 

through market orientation (Morgan et al., 2009), the focus of a large majority of the studies was on 

investigating the effects of EMO on firm resources and capabilities (8.7%), primarily consisting of 

innovation capabilities (i.e., exploratory and exploitative capabilities) (e.g., Hortinha et al., 2011) and 

marketing capabilities (i.e., pricing, new product development, and marketing communication capabilities) 

(e.g., Murray et al., 2011). Based on the findings of this review, EMO has been found as having a 

significant and strong effect on both firm resources and capabilities, which means that firms build 

resources and capabilities depending upon the market knowledge related to the needs of their customers 

and forecasting analysis in the demand shifts in overseas markets (Day, 1994; Krasnikov & Jayachandran, 

2008).  
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In terms of relational outcomes, when firms initiate to comprehend market knowledge related to 

customer’s needs and preferences, the market intelligence obtained from foreign markets assist firms to 

enhance their relationship quality (Jones et al., 2003; Matsuo, 2006), referring to the extent of 

collaboration and tendency of establishing long term partnerships (Kim et al., 2011) and involving several 

concepts describing relationship quality such as trust, cooperation, dependence, communication, 

commitment, and satisfaction (Evangelista, 1996). In line with this, relationship quality (3.9%) has been 

found to have a consistent positive correlation with EMO in all relevant articles reviewed in this paper 

(e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016; Racela et al., 2007). In addition, only one study (Ju et al., 2011) has 

explored how export market-oriented activities of firms play a substantial role in the reduction of 

relationship infidelity (0.8%), which implies to a particular kind of opportunistic behavior with the 

negligence of norms, standards, and requirements within a relationship (Drigotas & Barta, 2001; Fitness, 

2001), and relationship distance (0.8%), which means the level of unfamiliarity with the customers in a 

foreign market atmosphere (Leonidou et al., 2002). As for relationship pricing, the empirical evidence 

shows that EMO expedites the usage of export pricing aiming to generate sustainable bonds with 

customers in overseas markets (Argouslidis & Indounas, 2010). 

In terms of other outcomes, knowledge management (i.e., knowledge internalization) and organizational 

systems (i.e., quality control initiatives) were emerged as the least investigated consequences of EMO 

(e.g., Kim et al., 2011; Sichtmann et al., 2011), which did not draw sufficient attention in the extant 

literature. 

4.3.3. Indirect relationships  

4.3.3.1. Indirect relationships between Export Market Orientation and its antecedents 

Apart from the investigation of the direct interplays between EMO and its drivers, several efforts have 

been made to explore the indirect relationships between these issues by including moderator variables in 

the conceptual models of the empirical studies (Table 5). Nevertheless, the scholarly attention has been 
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really scarce; such that only 3 empirical studies were identified in this sense, with 7 moderators, which 

serve as strong contingent contributors to the relationship between independent and dependent variable 

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). Surprisingly, thus far the role of mediating variables, which help to 

conceptualize and explain the effect of independent variable on dependent variable (Sekaran & Bougie, 

2013)  in these associations has been completely neglected, and in spite of the initial attempts to examine 

the influence of moderators on the linkage between EMO and its antecedents starting from the 2000s, this 

empirical issue has not drawn adequate interest in recent years. In the pertinent literature, the review study 

points out that there has been a huge inclination towards using environmental factors as moderators 

(85.7%), while intra-organizational factors (14.3%) were covered to a much lesser extent.  

“Table 5 goes about here” 

In terms of the environmental factors, scholars have mainly analyzed the impact of export environmental 

turbulence on organizational structure (i.e., formalization, centralization, and coordination) and EMO, 

with the particular concentration on market dynamism, technological turbulence, competitive intensity, 

and regulatory turbulence in export markets. In this regard; however, the reported findings are 

inconsistent. Specifically, on the one side, some empirical evidence provides support for the notion that 

under comparatively low degrees of environmental turbulence, EMO’s correlation with centralization is 

positive (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2001). On the other side, it has been also demonstrated that the higher the 

environmental turbulence, the more favourable the relationship between export structure and EMO (e.g., 

Cadogan et al., 2006; Chi and Sun, 2013).Concerning the intra-organizational factors being explored by 

only one empirical article, for instance, the moderating role of export experience in the relationship 

between organizational systems (i.e., rewards and training) and EMO was statistically proven (Chi and 

Sun, 2013). 

4.3.3.2. Indirect relationships between Export Market Orientation and its outcomes 
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In comparison with the indirect associations between EMO and its determinants, researchers covered a lot 

of ground in the sense of indirect interplays between EMO and its outcomes. A rich body of research has 

empirically examined a variety of mediators and/or moderators via incorporating those variables into the 

conceptual models with the intent of enhancing the existent knowledge on the specific domain of EMO. In 

this regard, 59 mediating/moderating variables were identified under two different time spans (Table 6). 

The review study demonstrated that scholars intensified their research efforts on investigating the 

interaction linkages in the second time period between the years of 2008 and 2018 (76.2%), with a rising 

pattern over the time. Empirical research respecting to the indirect relationships between EMO and its 

outcomes were divided under three main classes, namely, (1) environmental factors, (2) intra-

organizational factors, and (3) inter-organizational factors. However, empirical evidence revealed that 

researchers paid greater attention on environmental factors (59.3%), whereas intra-organizational factors 

(37.3%) and inter-organizational factors (3.4%) received comparatively less interest in the extant 

literature.    

“Table 6 goes about here” 

Within the scope of environmental factors, industrial structure was widely used as interplay factors 

between EMO and its outcomes (42.4%). Specifically, as environmental turbulence implies to the rapidly 

changing shifts in the given market such as changes in customer habits (Harris, 2001; Kohli & Jaworski, 

1990) and inclines to increase the discrepancy between the firm and the market (Hooley et al., 2003), 

researchers found a significant interaction effect of environmental turbulent on the link between EMO and 

its outcomes in the exporting context (e.g., Javalgi et al., 2011; Murray et al., 2011; Zhang & Zhu, 2016). 

Specifically, it has been demonstrated that when the level of competitive intensity is high in export 

market, the linkage between EMO and export sales performance is positive and more powerful (e.g., 

Cadogan et al., 2003; Cadogan et al., 2012). Remarkably, market turbulence and competitive intensity 

have been found to strengthen the relationship between EMO and marketing capabilities (e.g., Murray et 

al., 2011; Prasad et al., 2001). On the other hand, there appears to be mixed results with respect to the 
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moderating role of environmental turbulence between EMO and its outcomes, as some researchers 

reported insignificant findings related to the interaction effect of environmental turbulence (e.g., Cadogan 

et al., 2002a; Rose & Shoham, 2002). As an illustration, the empirical evidence has shown that the 

association between EMO and export performance is moderated neither by competitive intensity nor by 

market dynamism (e.g., Kwon & Hu, 2000; Lengler et al., 2013).  

Another important proportion (11.9%) attributed to institutional distance in the reviewed articles, which 

examined the moderating impact of institutional distance on EMO and its outcomes (He et al., 2013; He et 

al., 2018; Sørensen & Madsen, 2012), since export market-oriented firms will be better in conforming 

with the institutional environment in a foreign market by means of adjusting strategies cultivated by the 

accumulated market knowledge (Madsen, 2009). However, the empirical evidence revealed inconsistent 

findings. While the positive moderating impact of institutional distance between EMO capabilities and 

export channel choice has been supported (He et al., 2013), insignificant interaction influence between 

EMO and export market performance (Sørensen & Madsen, 2012) or partial effect of institutional distance 

as a moderator variable (i.e., normative and regulatory distance) between EMO and market-specific export 

performance (He et al., 2018) has been also found in the pertinent literature. With regard to country of 

origin (5.1%), it was argued that the linkage between customer orientation and client perceived 

performance in export markets dependent upon the boundary conditions related to the country of origin 

(i.e., people image and service image), demonstrating the positive moderation impact of service image 

rather than people image (La et al., 2009). 

Among intra-organizational factors, firm characteristics (18.6%) were extensively considered as having 

contingency impact between EMO and its outcomes. In this respect, a large body of research (15.3%) 

investigated various mediating mechanisms concerning to firm resources and capabilities, which act an 

interplay role between EMO and its outcomes. The reason underlying the vast majority of research on this 

subject is that market orientation is a priori for capability building process by means of accumulated 

market knowledge (Atuahene-Gima, 2005; Day, 1994) and accordingly lead firms to achieve competitive 



25 
 

advantage and improved performance in foreign markets (Ketchen et al., 2007).  For instance, Hortinha et 

al. (2011) supported the significant mediating effect of both exploratory and exploitative innovation 

capabilities on the linkage between customer orientation and export performance, whereas Murray et al. 

(2011) and Boso et al. (2018) declared the mediator role of marketing capabilities (i.e., pricing, new 

product development, and marketing communication capability) and export resource transformation 

capability in the association between market orientation and performance within the exporting context.  

Of intra-organizational factors, export behavior (10.2%) were the second outstanding interplay category 

investigated with a rising trend throughout time, consisting of boundary spanners such as export intensity 

(5.1%) and export strategy (5.1%). While the former has yielded mixed findings, with some results no 

significant interaction effect on the link between EMO behavior and export performance (Cadogan et al., 

2009) and others reporting a positive moderating impact of the degree of internationalization between 

EMO and export performance (Chang & Fang, 2015; Lin et al., 2014), the latter widely supported the 

positive contingency effect of export strategies (i.e., the use of hierarchical export channels and cost 

leadership strategy) on the linkage between EMO and market-specific export performance (He et al., 

2018) and between EMO and pricing capability (Murray et al., 2011). Besides, the pertinent literature also 

proves that the degree of the integration between the Internet and marketing in exporting firms enhances 

the association between competitor orientation/interfunctional coordination and marketing competencies 

(Prasad et al., 2001). In general, as prior studies argue that internationally diversified firms, which have 

improved their export behaviors, gather market related knowledge better and accordingly, enhance their 

performance related outcomes (Chang & Fang, 2015).  

Furthermore, organizational factors (3.4%), managerial factors (3.4%), and export performance (1.7%) 

were also investigated as contingency factors influencing the link between EMO and its outcomes. With 

respect to organizational factors, the relationship between EMO and export performance (Cadogan et al., 

2016) and between EMO and marketing capabilities (Murray et al., 2011) were found be moderated by 

coordination flexibility and mechanism. Regarding managerial factors, Chung (2012) has partly supported 
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that managerial business ties and political ties were emerged as boundary spanning interactions, affecting 

the link between export market intelligence generation/dissemination and export market responsiveness. 

Lastly, concerning export performance, past export performance has been revealed as an influential 

moderating factor for the magnitude of the association between customer orientation and innovation 

capabilities (Hortinha et al., 2011).  

In terms of inter-organizational factors (3.4.%), albeit the importance of the relational paradigm within the 

exporting context (Hakansson, 1982; Leonidas et al., 2002; Styles & Ambler, 1994), limited attention has 

been given to the related subject and only one study covered the factors associated with inter-

organizational factors and supported the positive mediating impacts of behavioral commitment and 

communication on the link between customer orientation and export performance in the extant literature 

(e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016). In this regard, pertinent literature placed high stress on relational factors 

that assist to encourage the quality of relationships such as trust or cooperation (Racela et al., 2007), 

which in turn, leads to enhanced performance by the help of mediator effects of relational behaviors in the 

domestic context (e.g., Baker et al., 1999; Cross et al., 2007; Racela et al., 2007). 

4.4. Methodology (M) 

The sample sizes occupied in all articles vary between 63 and 1,783, with a mean of roughly 297 and a 

median point of 212 (Table 7). Only a few studies (3.8%) employed sample sizes lesser than 99 units, 

while most of the articles (62.5%) reported sample sizes ranging from 100 to 249. This demonstrates an 

increased tendency to adopt larger number of samples in the empirical research, since it enhances the 

external validity and the generalizability of the findings via providing the advantages of statistical analysis 

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). 

“Table 7 goes about here” 

With respect to data collection method, the most popular method was survey, comprising 98.8% of the 

articles, followed by interviews (23.8%). The underlying reasons behind the extensive usage rates of 
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surveys are: (a) being less expensive method rather than personal interviews and experiments; (b) being 

more convenient approach; and (c) enhancing the efficiency of the data collection process (Sekaran & 

Bougie, 2013). However, there appears a growing tendency in the exploitation of interview data collection 

method from 13.6% in the time period 1998-2007 to 27.6% in the time period 2008-2018, which can be 

seen as a progress in the methodology. 

In relation to response rates, one-fifths of the articles (18.8%) did not indicate their response rates, 

whereas the remaining studies reported the rate of response varying from 7.5% to 87.20%, with an average 

response rate of 34.33%, exceeding the general acceptable top management response rates of 15-20% in 

business studies (Menon et al., 1999). However, a sharp decrease was observed from the first time period 

to second one as the intensity of response rates was shifted, which can be explained by over-surveying in 

recent times (Weiner & Dalessio, 2006).  

As for key informants, most studies (53.8%) collected data from export executives, who were recognized 

as the most knowledgeable and responsible employees within the organization by virtue of the field 

experience. CEO/President came into prominence as the second largest informant group (33.8%), 

reflecting a gradual increase in their involvement over time. In addition, several studies noted that 

marketing managers were used as the preferred informants (11.3%), while a few studies identified their 

key informants as the owners of the firms (5.0%). On the other hand, there exists also other studies 

(16.3%), gathering data from different sources in the firm (e.g., accounting managers, sales managers, and 

R&D managers). Besides, although most of the studies (56.0%) collected data from single informants, 

which may result in systematic errors (Podsakoff et al., 2003), they did not disclose any information 

related to the potential or control of common method variance. However, as an important concern, among 

the studies controlling common method bias, more than three quarters (77.7%) employed only Harman’s 

single-factor test to check for this issue.  

In terms of analytical approach, structural equation modeling (63.8%) was the most frequently used 

statistical analysis, which is expected due to the causal research designs of the reviewed articles. Structural 
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equation modeling was followed by regression analysis (32.5%), analysis of variance (6.3%), and others 

(5.0%), which comprise independent t-tests, correlation, and cluster analysis. Also, this review makes a 

clear indication that while the usage of structural equation modeling increased from 45.4% in the period 

1998–2007 to 70.7% in the period 2008–2018, there was a continuous reduction in the usage of regression 

analysis from 40.9% in the first decade to 29.3% in the second decade, owing to the benefits of the former 

approach in the assessment of complicated models (Tan & Sousa, 2011). 

5. Discussion and future research directions 

With the rapid shifts in customer preferences and increased competition in global markets, the 

phenomenon of market orientation has been emerged as a substantial construct that has a major influence 

on strategic decision-making process of firms (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990). Since 

market orientation adds strong distinctions particularly to the firms operating in international business 

settings (Cadogan et al., 2002a; Cadogan et al., 2006), this study has attempted to review all relevant 

articles concentrated on market orientation in export-related activities. Despite several studies conducted 

in the extant research, it can be concluded that the empirical research on market orientation within the 

exporting context remains still at an early stage of research stream and necessitates much more scholarly 

attention to conduct numerous fruitful research investigations. There appears to be various inconclusive 

and contradictory findings presented in this review, indicating that more efforts are required in terms of 

theoretical, contextual, and methodological assessments to advance the extant knowledge and to reach 

maturity in this field.  On the basis of the TCCM framework (Paul & Rosado-Serrano, 2019), directions 

for further research are discussed within the scope of three main parts: theory, context, characteristics, and 

methodology. 

5.1. Future research directions - Theory (T) 

In spite of accumulated body of EMO research, which is based on several theoretical perspectives, there 

exist still unexplored parts of the EMO literature which could provide fruitful avenues for future research 
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studies. With respect to the resource-based view, researchers may adopt a disaggregated approach and 

examine the interrelationships among the dimensions of EMO construct and they focus on strategies as the 

recipients of EMO, which in turn, enhance competitive advantage and performance outcomes sequentially, 

as Cadogan (2012) argued that each component of EMO has the potential to have different consequences 

on performance and Chung (2012) considered export intelligence generation and dissemination as the 

drivers of export market responsiveness. Further, scholars could adopt this paradigm to examine the role 

of EMO in online export performance and investigate whether the results differentiate regarding to the 

offline or digital contexts. Also, researchers may go one step further than exploring the effect of EMO on 

export market selection via examining how it affects entry timing, since firm’s accumulated expertise and 

knowledge base influence its entry timing orientation (Tuppura et al., 2008). In addition, it would be 

useful to examine how EMO affects adaptive performance of export ventures, as increased level of 

knowledge is positively associated with adaptive performance in export markets (Morgan et al., 2003). 

Researchers might also investigate the interrelationships between EMO, networking capabilities, and 

export performance for further studies, since cooperation and networks constitute the important part of 

market orientation and learning processes, both of which address how firms comply with their 

environments and sustain competitive advantage in export markets (Hurley & Hult, 1998).   

With relationship marketing theory, more emphasis should be placed upon understanding the coherence 

between exporters’ business necessities and customers’ specific preferences in order to meet customers’ 

demands better, which in turn, foster export performance. In this sense, scholars might examine how EMO 

help exporting firms manage international marketing strategies (i.e., standardization and adaptation), 

which enable them to improve their relationship performance, since high market-oriented firms are more 

likely to be adaptive in responding customer needs with regard to their local preferences (Atuahene-Gima, 

1996; Han et al., 1998). In addition, research efforts should also attempt to investigate whether the 

phenomena of EMO assist export firms in generating relational rents in terms of tie density, thickness, and 

stability of the relationships, which have potential effects on export performance. Further, it would be 
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fruitful to gather data from both sides of the dyad in order to examine exporter-importer relationships 

better with regard to the relative size and power of the dyads. Moreover, as relationship-specific 

investments, information gathering and sharing are strong contributors of perceived value from the 

perspective of importer in foreign markets (Skarmeas et al., 2016), investigating the role of EMO in the 

interplay between relationship learning and relationship value would enhance the explanatory power of 

this view in the accumulated body of EMO research. 

Building on the notion that inter-firm relationships are of great importance to enhance market orientation 

(Elg, 2008); and thus, the implementation of market orientation needs to be based on inter-firm approach 

(Hunt & Lambe, 2000), in terms of behavioral paradigm, the investigation of additional relational 

constructs such as relational norms (e.g., information exchange, flexibility, and solidarity) that govern the 

relationships between parties, type of business relationship (e.g., harmonious vs. problematic and short-

term vs. long-term), and relationship intensity (e.g., joint decision-making and intensity of personal 

involvement) in the context of EMO would provide useful insights into the extant knowledge of EMO. 

Moreover, not only the relationships between exporters and importers/distributors but also the inclusion of 

the bonds with other key channel actors such as suppliers and agencies should be considered in future 

studies associated with EMO. Apart from these, in the EMO literature more concern should be given to 

alternative relational factors that either positively (e.g., satisfaction, adaptation, and understanding) or 

negatively (e.g., uncertainty, conflict, and opportunism) influence the relationships among the parties of 

interest. In addition to the pure behavioral paradigm, it would be also worthwhile to draw on other more 

specific theoretical perspectives, namely, resource dependence theory, relational contracting theory, 

relational exchange theory, social exchange theory, and network theory to explore the EMO phenomenon. 

Drawing on the contingency theory, scholars could shed light on revealing the moderating effect of 

organizational factors (e.g., export market experience, international commitment), internal firm 

contingencies (e.g., export information sharing, channel networking capability, interdisciplinary goal 

alignment), structural contingencies (e.g., structural organicity, decentralization, formalization), and 
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external environmental contingencies (e.g., competitive intensity, customer dynamism) on the link 

between EMO and its performance-related consequences. Further research could also explore the 

moderating impact of institutional context, since it is particularly important for exporting firms which are 

exposed to distinctive and large spectrum of institutional factors between home and host countries (Peng 

et al., 2008). For instance, more effort should be given to examine the moderating role of home-host 

country similarity and institutional distances (e.g., cultural distance, geographical distance, psychic 

distance, and economic distance) on the relationship between EMO and its antecedents. Moreover, this 

theory can be a useful lens to investigate the boundary effects of organizational resources (e.g., 

experiential resources, technological resources) and capabilities (e.g., exploration and exploitation 

capabilities) on the link between EMO and its consequences. 

Given the importance attached to the act of the institutional distance between home and target country in 

impacting the effectiveness and value of EMO in overseas markets (He et al., 2013; 2018), in respect of 

institutional theory, the limited attention to this theorical view in the EMO research would be further paid 

to delineate the indirect influence of home/target country’s institutional environment (e.g., regulative, 

normative, and cognitive structure), institutional quality (e.g., stability, predictability, and enforceability), 

and sub-national institutions (e.g., state-owned enterprises bias, provincial transparency, and sub-national 

marketization) on the link between EMO and its antecedents/outcomes. Besides, future research would be 

particularly devoted to these institutional factors as direct antecedents of EMO, which remained 

untouched in the pertinent literature. On the other side, as institutions are identified as either firm- or 

country-specific (Dunning, 2006), it would be also interesting to reveal how firm-specific institutional 

variables (e.g., foreign ownership, government relationship, and business group) fit within the scope of 

EMO research. 

It has been widely acknowledged that market orientation is theoretically intertwined with organizational 

learning (Baker & Sinkula, 1999a; Hurley & Hult, 1998), since the application of market orientation is 

strictly dependent on continuous involvement in market sensing and responsiveness, implying that market-
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oriented organizations are concurrently learning-oriented entities (Santos-Vijande et al., 2005). Relying on 

this tenet, more research should be assigned to the interaction between EMO and organizational learning 

by concentrating specifically on unexplored constructs such as types of organizational learning (e.g., 

adaptive/single loop learning, generative/double-loop learning, and gleaning), internal organizational 

learning, and external organizational learning (e.g., congenital, vicarious, and inter-organizational 

learning). Aside from these, conceptualizing organizational learning as a strategic orientation (i.e., 

learning orientation) and considering all dimensions of learning orientation simultaneously (i.e., 

commitment to learning, shared vision, and open-mindedness) would be other promising research area in 

the context of EMO, due to the synergistic impact of market orientation and learning orientation on 

attaining superior performance (Baker & Sinkula, 1999a). As another concern, the proposed reciprocal 

relationship between market orientation and learning orientation (Baker & Sinkula, 1999b) would also 

appear worth studying in the stream of research on EMO. 

Furthermore, although EMO has been strongly recognized as having a close interaction with the 

environmental turmoil in export markets, with the specific emphasis on industry structure (e.g., Cadogan 

et al., 2001; Chi & Sun, 2013), limited research demonstrated the direct interplay between environmental 

forces and EMO (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2006; Lengler et al., 2016), which restricts understanding of the 

export environment’s role in facilitating/inhibiting the development of market orientation within exporting 

firms. Hence, more research should be devoted to the industrial organization theory, specifically to the 

structure-conduct-performance paradigm, in order to shed more light on the sequence of industry 

characteristics (e.g., government intervention, market systems, and technology orientation), EMO, and 

performance. In addition, resting on the multiple stakeholder orientation perspective, marketing decision 

making should cover the attitudes and behaviors of all stakeholders of the firm; market orientation 

therefore needs to be managed in conjunction with the whole stakeholders’ interests (Greenley et al., 

2005). In this sense, using the stakeholder theory as a theoretical basis, it would be enlightening to 

integrate EMO with other stakeholder orientations (e.g., shareholder, supplier, and local community 
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orientation). Besides, the tenet of outside-in and inside-out capabilities provides a strong foundation for 

the close relationship between the knowledge-based view and market orientation (Day, 1994), and 

following this, the examination of EMO in relation to the types of knowledge (e.g., informational, 

experiential, and tacit knowledge) also warrants attention in further research pertaining to EMO. 

In addition to these well-established theories, novel theoretical paradigms such as CPP Model (Paul & 

Sánchez‐Morcilio, 2019) and 7-P framework (Paul & Mas, 2019) would also worth using in this setting to 

further enrich the understanding of the EMO phenomenon. In terms of the former, CPP Model has its 

underpinnings in firm types distinguished by the context of foreign markets served, which mainly cover 

Conservatives, Predictables, and Pacemakers (Paul & Sánchez‐Morcilio, 2019). Building on the notions 

that exporting firms generally encounter the challenges of the export markets’ environmental complexity, 

intense rivalry in the international business arena, and gathering reliable and accurate information about 

overseas customers and competitors (Cadogan et al., 1999; Diamantopoulos & Cadogan, 1996), and 

institutional distance across foreign markets exerts a big influence on the way exporting firms shape their 

strategies (Deng et al., 2018) and on the association between EMO and performance outputs (He et al., 

2018), investigating EMO in predictable and pacemaker markets would be expected to considerably 

contribute to the related body of research. This is since how predictable exporting firms, dealing with 

legally integrated markets (e.g., the EU, NAFTA, etc.), establish EMO would be distinctive from the 

development of EMO by pacemaker exporting firms targeting the whole global market (Paul & 

Sánchez‐Morcilio, 2019). 

Regarding the latter, it is floated an idea of exploiting from the 7-P framework for international marketing 

studies in dealing with EMO of firms, particularly from emerging countries (Paul & Mas, 2019). Blending 

the comprehensive 7-P framework with the insights of EMO literature, it has been acknowledged that the 

dimensions of EMO (e.g., export intelligence generation, customer orientation) widely correspond to the 

sequential P-constructs within the framework, as firms face with several challenges in their 

internationalization patterns (Buckley & Ghauri, 2004). For instance, export market orientation stimulates 
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firms to gather information related to the target market and the foreign market environment with an intent 

to capture unexplored opportunities and activities in a foreign market (Murray et al., 2011), which in turn, 

addresses to the first P-constructs of “Potential” within the framework. Further, accumulated knowledge 

derived from EMO activities aids firms to make strategic decisions (Cadogan et al., 1999), which overlaps 

with the other construct of “Path” within the context of strategy (Teece, 2014). In this manner, as EMO 

assist to combat higher market turbulence and competition owing to its equalizer role in foreign market 

settings (Matanda & Freeman, 2009), it deals with the “Process” and “Pace” constructs in the sense of 

time and speed of internationalization models by the help of gaining sufficient competitiveness in foreign 

markets, which in turn, provide favorable effects to performance covering the final ‘P’ of the framework 

(Paul & Mas, 2019). 

5.2. Future research directions - Context (C) 

In terms of context, the growing inclination towards a single country context can be considered to signal a 

challenge in the pertinent literature, since it has been suggested that collecting data from multiple 

countries allows examining the cross-national stability of the conceptual model (Cadogan, 2010). 

Although the results of the review identified several studies being involved in multiple countries for data 

collection, only a few attempted to cross-nationally compare the empirical findings (e.g., Boso et al., 

2018; Cadogan et al., 2001). Resting on the notion that cross-cultural research concerns are not only 

critical for studies involving the data gathered from multiple countries but also for those following a 

single-country perspective (Samiee & Athanassiou, 1998), future research should be more directed 

towards cross-cultural comparisons of EMO. 

In the stream of empirical research on EMO, the high recognition of China as a geographical focus can be 

attributed to the fact that the country stands for the largest emerging market economy in the world 

(Huidrom et al., 2017). Nevertheless, other emerging economies such as Russia, India, and Turkey, which 

were relatively neglected, also appear worth exploring owing to the exponential increase in the number of 
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middle-income consumers offering enormous marketing opportunities in these markets (Cavusgil & 

Cavusgil, 2012). For this reason, the diversification of geographical region in EMO related studies 

constitutes a consideration that merits special attention.  

The extant research on EMO was intensely characterized by multiple industry settings, despite a small 

diminishing trend. The basic rationale behind the huge focus on a multi-industry perspective can be 

attached to the assertion that a single industry context handles the issue of irrelevant inter-industry factors, 

but it does not have the edge on generalizing the study results (Shaw et al., 2001). In addition, because the 

market orientation concept does not significantly differ across industries (Deshpande & Farley, 1998), the 

limited stress on industry control in studies with a multi-industry view is understandable. 

Given that EMO exerts a substantial impact on the internationalization behaviors of SMEs (Boso et al., 

2016), in relation to firm size, the results of the review demonstrate a rising tendency toward research 

designs undertaken with small and medium-sized organizations. However, taking firm resources into 

consideration, SMEs do not resemble large-sized firms; correspondingly, the act of EMO in SMEs is 

assumed to be rather idiosyncratic compared to large-sized enterprises (Raju et al., 2011). Other concern is 

therefore a call for studies conducted with large-sized firms, which were largely ignored in this body of 

research. 

The unit of analysis represents another issue associated with context that warrants particular attention. The 

review study points out that firm-level measurement has remained common throughout the two time 

periods under examination, while there was a slight boost in the usage of export venture as the unit of 

analysis in the recent decade. This situation echoes an ongoing discussion among scholars; such that, on 

the one side, export venture has been accepted as the fundamental unit of analysis (e.g., Cavusgil & Zou, 

1994; Murray et al., 2011), on the other side, firm-level unit of analysis has been recommended in order to 

create a broader understanding (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2009; Oliveira et al., 2012). In light of this, it has 
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been supported that an appropriate unit of analysis can be determined by means of a good fit between the 

theory and measurement (Sousa et al., 2008). 

5.3. Future research directions - Characteristics (C) 

This review study reveals a significant progress in the knowledge of EMO. However, albeit the 

improvements, the characteristics spotlight that the related research needs to be further developed in 

certain areas. As regards the factors that are conducive to EMO, the content analysis reveals that the 

antecedents of EMO in the extant literature were relatively ignored; it is obviously that relatively limited 

number of studies (32.1%) leaned towards enlightening the drivers of EMO. Hence, the findings of this 

review fail to create a comprehensive understanding of the associations among EMO and its determinants, 

which implies the requirement for further research. 

Moreover, the empirical research in connection with the antecedents of EMO intensified on intra-

organizational factors, with a particular attention to organizational factors and firm characteristics. In this 

respect, more research should be channeled into managerial factors, export behavior, and export 

performance. Regarding managerial factors, top management’s encouragement and support serve an 

essential function in directing employees to constantly monitor export markets, to accumulate the market 

intelligence, and to spread the related information throughout the organization (Cadogan et al., 2001; 

Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). It is therefore necessary to rely more on managerial drivers of EMO in future 

studies. 

Concerning export behavior, as an illustration, when firms appreciate that their business performance is 

firmly dependent on the achievements in their export activities, more positive stance toward EMO is more 

likely to be displayed (Cadogan et al., 2002). As it has been highlighted by Souchon and Diamantopoulos 

(1996: 61), “for firms with substantial export operations, the costs of wrong decisions can be very high; 

therefore, effective use of information becomes less a choice than a necessity.” As another example, 
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proactive exporters are more enthusiastic about involving in export markets; and thus, they are apt to seek 

out fine-grained information about overseas’ customers and competitors – to a greater extent than reactive 

exporters (Francis & Collins-Dodd, 2000; Navarro et al., 2011). In light of these, export behavior as a 

determinant factor of EMO merits more focus. Additionally, and interestingly, drawing mainly on the 

organizational learning theory, since past outcomes generate an aggregate influence on current strategies, 

specifically, on learning-based strategies (Navarro-García et al., 2013), future articles should give more 

insight into performance-related antecedents of EMO. 

In terms of inter-organizational factors, another problem appears due to the very limited number of studies 

– only 3 studies out of 80 - concentrating on this subject. Although it is a foregone conclusion that the 

nature of the market orientation phenomenon has been mostly examined in respect of a single-firm view, 

inter-firm relationships also constitute non-negligible factors to cultivate market orientation (Elg, 2008). 

Even it has been claimed that “firms that partner with other firms to compete must develop a strategy of 

market orientation that is inter-firm rather than intra-firm in nature” (Hunt & Lambe, 2000: 28). Building 

on these, more research efforts should be made to throw light on the interaction between inter-

organizational factors and EMO. 

As a final comment on the antecedents of EMO, further attention should be devoted to environmental 

factors, which were handled in only a few instances. The environmental setting of a firm (e.g., 

technological, competitive, and regulatory forces) has been recognized as one of the most vital 

considerations in terms of EMO (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990); such that, 

environmental circumstances are able to shape the direction of export market-oriented strategies (Day & 

Wensley, 1988). Accordingly, the influence of environmental factors on EMO depicts important avenues 

for research. 

With respect to the outcomes of market orientation within the exporting context, as extant research has 

intensively acknowledged the effect of market orientation on performance-related outcomes, scholars may 

draw particular interest on other consequences, namely strategy-related outcomes, firm characteristics, and 
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relational outcomes. Regarding performance-related outcomes, researchers should concentrate on 

innovation consequences of market orientation, which has received little attention within the exporting 

context despite its significance in getting positional superiority in the marketplace and distinguishing 

among the rival, since customer and competitor intelligence in foreign markets are expected to assist firms 

in developing more innovative products (Grinstein, 2008; Porter, 1985).  

Furthermore, previous literature asserted that a firm with high degree of customer and competitor 

orientation is also likely to get a cost leadership as a competitive advantage, with the effect of collecting 

information related to customers’ desires, competitors’ practices, and changing market offerings (Day & 

Wensley, 1988; Han et al., 1998). Hence, more research should enquire into strategy-related outcomes, 

specifically the effect of market orientation on both cost and differentiation competitive advantages. Also, 

market entry decisions still warrant attention in the pertinent literature, while market-oriented firms have 

tendency to enter more distant international markets, as firms gather market information related to the 

customers and competitors and follow current developments on a regular basis in foreign markets, 

providing an important accumulated knowledge to these firms (He & Wei, 2011; Sinkula, 1994). 

Moreover, future research will benefit from studies investigating the impact of EMO on market exit 

decisions, depending on the fact that acquiring customer-oriented and competitor-oriented information 

related to the ambiguous foreign market atmosphere also reveals the potential opportunities and threats 

and helps firms make situation assessment and profitability analysis in specific markets (Didonet et al., 

2012). Also, in relation to strategy-related outcomes, the finding revealing strategic orientation as a 

consequence of EMO is remarkable, and this conceptual perspective should be approached with caution in 

future studies. This is because in the pertinent literature EMO has been also conceptualized as a strategic 

orientation (Boso et al., 2012b; Cadogan et al., 2016).  

It would be also enlightening to explore which firm capabilities and resources firms develop with a high 

degree of market orientation based upon market knowledge that was acquired from customers, 

competitors, and external environmental entities (Day, 1994). In addition, more research is also needed to 
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unveil the relationship between EMO and relationship quality, as extant research demonstrates that 

customer-oriented firms enhance their relationship quality (e.g., Dorsch et al., 1998; Jones et al., 2003; 

Matsuo, 2006). Researchers should concentrate on the association between EMO and relational outcomes, 

which short notice has been given to the related subject, such as the dimensions of relationship quality 

(i.e., trust, cooperation, dependence, communication, commitment, and satisfaction) (Evangelista, 1996) 

or relationship infidelity covering opportunistic behavioral outcomes of firms (i.e., noncompliance with 

the requirements, standards or rules) (Fitness, 2001). Furthermore, as market-oriented firms accumulated 

knowledge related to customers’ needs or competitors’ strategies in export markets, further research 

should also pay more attention to the link between EMO and relationship distance, which implies to the 

degree of unfamiliarity in foreign markets (Leonidou et al., 2002). Also, far more attention should be paid 

to the work that studies the effect of EMO on knowledge-related outcomes such as knowledge 

internalization, knowledge acquisition, the degree of knowledge transfer, and knowledge base (i.e., 

knowledge breadth/depth or experiential/informational knowledge). 

In conjunction with the limited attention devoted to the antecedents of EMO, the investigation of the 

indirect relationships between EMO and its determinants has remained relatively untouched in the existing 

literature. In this regard, only 3 empirical studies were recognized, which were primarily intensified on 

testing the moderator impact of export environmental turbulence on organizational structure and EMO. In 

addition to environmental factors, only one research attempt was made to understand the relevance of 

export experience in the linkage between EMO and its antecedents; while inter-organizational factors did 

not draw any interest among scholars, which are of critical importance to be considered in terms of 

enhancing EMO (Elg, 2008; Hunt & Lambe, 2000). Building on these, in future research scholars should 

be inclined towards exploring not only the driving forces of EMO but also the role of 

moderators/mediators in these interplays. 

Notwithstanding the fact that a wide array of researchers suggested the potential mechanisms that may 

moderate or mediate the relationship between EMO and its outcomes (Hortinha et al., 2011; Murray et al., 
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2011; Racela et al., 2007; Smirnova et al., 2011), scholars did not draw adequate concern to the indirect 

relationships between EMO and its consequences with the exception of environmental factors, to which a 

considerable number of research was devoted as boundary conditions. In this sense, further studies should 

more concentrate on intra-organizational and inter-organizational factors in exploring the potential 

contingency impacts on these linkages. While the former area is inclined to have an increasing trend over 

the time, the latter warrants particular attention of researchers for further studies.  

A considerable focus should place on the moderating impacts of international ties (i.e., business ties, 

government/political ties, and local community ties) on the link between EMO and its outcomes, which 

remained underdeveloped in the pertinent literature, since only one study examined the contingency effect 

of business ties among the dimensions of EMO (e.g., Chung, 2012). Also, another major concentration can 

be dedicated to the boundary conditions of the impacts of firm capabilities on the relationship between 

EMO and its outcomes as an unexplored and fruitful research avenue for future studies, as all existent 

studies centered on the mediator role of firm capabilities on given subject (e.g., Boso et al., 2018; 

Hortinha et al., 2011).  

As a final point respecting inter-organizational factors, which persisted as under-researched area in the 

extant literature with the existence of one study investigating the subject (e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016), 

should be primary focus of further studies. Since empirical evidence emphasized the substantial role of 

market orientation in developing high quality relationships by the help of relational idiosyncratic factors 

such as trust, commitment, cooperation or satisfaction (Blesa & Bigne, 2005; Racela et al., 2007), 

maintaining long lasting relationships through relational paradigms which enhance both accumulated 

market knowledge and export performance indicators (Cross et al., 2007). 

5.4. Future research directions - Methodology (M) 

With regard to methodology, extant research has clearly indicated the upward increase of using larger 

samples in the reviewed articles (e.g., Boso et al., 2016; Cadogan et al., 2002b). Hence, the continuous 
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emphasis should be given on these trends, since they serve as a function of enhancing the variability in the 

population and both precision and accuracy in statistical analysis (Hair et al., 2013). However, this 

tendency should be treated with caution because the usage of excessive large samples may also create 

statistical error types via strengthening the correlation coefficient of an existent weak relationship 

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2013).   

Furthermore, there is also a need to make deeper consideration on data collection methods, since survey 

method has been identified as the most popular data collection tool (e.g., Chi & Sun, 2013; Gerschewski et 

al., 2015), which represents significant vulnerabilities in the pertinent literature. In line with this, the 

research design of the studies focusing on EMO should be reconsidered and shifted to more qualitative 

studies via conducting personal interviews/focus groups or adopting triangulation methods, aimed to 

combine different methods and answer more extensive questions (Yeung, 1995).  

Also, another concern should be given to response rates. Because a significant portion of the articles 

(18.8%) did not disclose their response rates, the scholars should attach more importance on reporting 

their response rates (Baruch, 1999). Moreover, an important reduction has been noticed in the intensity of 

response rates over time, which can be attributed to the fact that employees are flooded with a gradual 

increase in the number of questionnaires in their daily lives (Weiner & Dalessio, 2006). In this sense, 

authors may attempt to stimulate the response rates considering the effects of sample design factors such 

as combining mail surveys with phone and personal interviews or offering monetary incentives, with the 

purpose of increasing the involvement of the respondents (Yu & Cooper, 1983). 

Nonetheless, since most of the scholars have clarified how the effects of common method bias result in 

serious problems in the causal designs of the studies in the extant literature (e.g., Bagozzi, 1984), the 

researchers should pay more special attention to controlling the possible remedies in order to inhibit any 

potential common method bias problems, which can be defined as “variance that is attributable to the 

measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent” (Podsakoff et al., 2003: 879). 

Besides, Harman’s single-factor test, having some drawbacks (Malhotra et al., 2006), appeared as the most 
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popular statistical method in controlling the method bias in the reviewed articles. Therefore, the scholars 

are recommended to gather data in different points in time from multiple sources in order to avoid possible 

problematic issues that may arise from the use of single informants (Podsakoff et al., 2003) or to 

complement Harman’s single-factor tests with partial correlation approaches such as Lindell and 

Whitney’s marker variable technique, which has also widespread usage rate in the extant literature 

(Conway & Lance, 2010).   

In the case of analytical approach, the review recognized an increasing interest in the use of structural 

equation modeling over the years (e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016), as it has become the most commonly 

adopted statistical analytical technique in marketing research (e.g., Bagozzi, 1984), due to the fact that it 

enables researchers to analyze complicated theories and constructs (Rigdon, 1998). However, alternative 

data analysis methods should be considered for future studies to strengthen the research methodology in 

the field. On the other side, this review study also underlines the requirement for longitudinal research, 

since the assessment of the interrelationships of EMO, its antecedents, and its consequences over time 

would offer a better understanding of the EMO phenomenon and longitudinal data would better explain 

the causality among the theoretical constructs (Akyol & Akehurst, 2003; Navarro-García et al., 2014). 
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Appendix. Number of journal articles 

Journal field and name Subtotal 1998-2007 2008-2018 
Marketing 41 16 25 
Journal of International Marketing 
International Marketing Review 

11 
7 

5 
3 

6 
4 

Industrial Marketing Management 7 3 4 
European Journal of Marketing 3 1 2 
Journal of Global Marketing 2 1 1 
Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 2  2 
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 2  2 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 1  1 
Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing 1  1 
International Journal of Research in Marketing 1 1  
Journal of Strategic Marketing 1  1 
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing 1  1 
Journal of Marketing Channels 1 1  
Australasian Marketing Journal 1 1  
International business and area studies 20 4 16 
International Business Review 10 2 8 
Journal of World Business 3  3 
Journal of International Business Studies 3 2 1 
Thunderbird International Business Review 2  2 
Baltic Journal of Management 1  1 
European Journal of International Management 1  1 
General management, ethics, and social responsibility 13 2 11 
Journal of Business Research 9 1 8 
European Business Review 2 1 1 
Journal of Management 1  1 
Journal of Business Ethics 1  1 
Entrepreneurship and small business management 5  5 
International Small Business Journal 2  2 
Journal of Small Business Management 2  2 
Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship 1  1 
Innovation 1  1 
Technovation 
Total 

1 
80 

 
22 

1 
58 
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Table 1. Theory (T) - Theoretical perspectives and distinctive research streams in EMO literature  

  

Theoretical 
perspectives 

Total 
(n=80) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=22) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=58) (%) 

Distinctive research  
streams 

Resource-based 
view 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

36.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

50.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The complementary effect of strategic orientations (i.e., EMO, 
international orientation, and entrepreneurial orientation) as firm 
capabilities on export performance (e.g., Birru et al., 2019; Boso et al., 
2018; Cadogan et al., 2016) 

• The link between EMO and export performance (e.g., Cadogan et al., 
2009; He et al., 2018; Lengler et al., 2016) 

• Innovativeness in exporting (e.g., Boso et al., 2016; Naidoo, 2010) 
• Strategic decisions (i.e., export market and channel selection) in exporting 

(e.g., He et al., 2013; He & Wei, 2011) 
• The interrelationship of EMO, firm resources, international marketing 

strategy, and export commitment (e.g., Navarro et al., 2010) 
Relationship 
marketing 

6.3 4.6 6.9 • Market orientation as an antecedent of relationship pricing in exporting 
(e.g., Argouslidis & Indounas, 2010) 

• The interrelationship of competitor orientation, customer involvement in 
new product development, and relationship profitability in exporting (e.g., 
Svendsen et al., 2011) 

• Customer orientation as a determinant of customer relationships in the 
context of B2B services in exporting (e.g., Sichtmann & Selasinsky, 
2010) 

Behavioral 
paradigm 
 

5.0 
 
  
          

4.6 
 
 
 

5.2 
 
 
         

• The influence of EMO on export performance through behavioral aspects 
(i.e., communication, commitment, cooperation, dependence, and 
relationship distance) (e.g., Alteren & Tudoran, 2016;  Racela et al., 2007) 

• The mediating impact of EMO on inter-firm relationships (i.e., 
commitment, trust, social interaction, and power) and export performance 
(e.g., Lin et al., 2014) 

Contingency 
theory 
 

5.0 - 6.9 • The moderating roles of export environmental conditions and export 
strategy in the link between EMO and export performance (e.g, Cadogan 
et al., 2009) 

• The moderating roles of country of origin effect and firm's international 
experience in the link between EMO and client perceived performance 
(e.g., La et al., 2009) 

• The complementary effect of EMO, environmental factors, and 
organizational factors on export innovativeness (e.g., Makri et al., 2017) 

Institutional 
theory 
 

5.0 - 6.9 • The moderating role of institutional distance between home and target 
country in the link between EMO and export channel selection (e.g., He et 
al., 2013) 

• The moderating role of institutional distance between home and target 
country in the link between EMO and export performance (e.g., He et al., 
2018) 

Organizational 
learning theory 
 

3.8 - 5.2 • The complementary effect of EMO, organizational learning, and 
internationalization on firm innovativeness and export performance (e.g., 
Nguyen et al., 2016)   

• EMO as an antecedent of organizational learning (e.g., Hortinha et al., 
2011; Mac & Evangelista, 2016) 

Others 12.5 13.6 12.1 • The interrelationship of external/internal factors, EMO and export 
performance (e.g., Lengler et al., 2016) 

• The complementary effect of strategic orientations (i.e., EMO and 
employee orientation) on innovation and export performance (e.g., Zhang, 
2010) 

• Export pricing (e.g., Samiee & Anckar, 1998) 
None  46.3 81.8 32.8  
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Table 2. Context (C) 

 

  

 
Research context 

Total 
(n=80) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=22) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=58) (%) 

Countries involved 
   One 

 
90.0 

 
86.4 

 
91.4 

   Two 
   Three or more 

  6.3 
  3.8 

  4.6 
  9.0 

  6.9 
  1.7 

Region 
   Asia 
   Europe 
   North America 
   Africa 
   Pacific 
   Latin America 

 
46.3 
45.0 
  7.5 
  6.3 
  6.3 
  3.8 

 
40.9 
45.5 
22.7 
  4.6 
  9.0 

- 

 
46.6 
46.6 
  1.7 
  6.9 
  5.2 
  5.2 

Industrial sector    
   Multiple 83.0 86.4 81.0 
   Single 
   Not clear 

15.0 
  2.5 

  9.0 
  4.6 

17.2 
  1.7 

Firm size 
   Small, medium, and large 
   SMEs 
   Small 
   Large 
   Not clear 
Unit of analysis 
   Firm 
   Export venture 
   Export market 
   Other 

 
60.0 
18.0 
  2.5 
  1.3 
18.8 

 
65.0 
15.0 
  5.0 
15.0 

 
59.1 
  9.0 
  4.6 

- 
27.3 

 
68.2 
13.6 

- 
18.2 

 
60.3 
20.7 
  1.7 
  1.7 
15.5 

 
63.8 
15.5 
  6.9 
13.8 
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Table 3. Characteristics (C) - Antecedents of EMO 

 

  

Antecedents of Export Market 
Orientation 

Total 
(n=85) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=35) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=50) (%) 

Intra-organizational factors 
   Organizational factors 
      Organizational structure 
      Strategic orientation 
      Organizational systems 
      Organizational strategy 
   Firm characteristics 
      Export experience       
      Firm reputation 
      Export destination 
      Firm capabilities 
      Firm size 
      Firm's origin 
      Others 
   Managerial factors 
      Commitment to exporting 
      Emphasis on EMO 
      Managerial capabilities 
      International experience 
      CEO ownership 
   Export behavior 
      Export dependence 
      Export proactivity 
      Export involvement 
   Export performance 
      Quantitative export perf. 
      Qualitative export perf. 
Inter-organizational factors 
   Power 
   Commitment 
   Trust  
   Social interaction 
   Others  
Environmental factors 
   Industrial structure 
   Institutional distance 
   Perceived country image 

80.0 
35.3 
16.5 
  7.1 
  7.1 
  4.7 
23.5 
11.8 
  2.4  
  2.4 
  1.2 
  1.2 
  1.2 
  3.5 
10.6 
  3.5 
  3.5 
  1.2 
  1.2 
  1.2 
  7.0 
  3.5 
  2.4 
  1.2 
  3.6 
  2.4 
  1.2 
14.1 
  3.5 
  2.4 
  2.4 
  2.4 
  3.5 
  5.9 
  3.5 
  1.2 
  1.2 

82.8 
37.1 
20.0 
  2.8 
11.4 
  2.8 
25.7 
14.2 
  2.9 
  2.9 

- 
  2.9 
  2.9 

- 
11.4 
  5.7 
  5.7 

- 
- 
- 

  8.6 
  5.7 

- 
  2.9 

- 
- 
- 

11.4 
  2.9 

- 
- 
- 

  8.6 
  5.7 
  2.9 
  2.9 

- 

78.0 
34.0 
14.0 
14.0 
  4.0 
  2.0 
22.0 
10.0 
  2.0 
  2.0 

- 
  2.0 

- 
  6.0 
10.0 
  2.0 
  2.0 
  2.0 
  2.0 
  2.0 
  6.0 
  2.0 
  4.0 

 - 
  6.0 
  4.0 
  2.0 
16.0 
  4.0 
  4.0 
  4.0 
  4.0 

- 
  6.0 
  4.0 

- 
  2.0 
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Table 4. Characteristics (C) - Outcomes of EMO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Outcomes of Export Market 
Orientation 

Total 
(n=127) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=32) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=95) (%) 

Performance-related outcomes 
   Export performance 
   Innovation performance 
   Business performance 
   Client perceived performance 
Strategy-related outcomes 
   Marketing strategy 
   Export decision-making 
   Strategic orientation 
   Export commitment 
   Generic strategies 
Firm characteristics 
   Firm resources and capabilities 
   Firm reputation 
Relational outcomes 
   Relationship quality 
   Relationship infidelity 
   Relationship distance 
   Relationship pricing 
Others 

53.5 
40.9 
  6.3 
  5.5 
  0.8 
22.8 
11.0 
  4.7  
  3.1 
  3.1 
  0.8 
11.1 
  8.7 
  2.4 
  6.3 
  3.9 
  0.8 
  0.8 
  0.8 
  6.3 

62.5 
53.1 

- 
  9.4 

- 
18.7 
  6.3 
  3.1 

- 
- 

  9.3 
  3.1 
  3.1 

- 
  9.3 
  6.2 

- 
  3.1 

- 
  6.2 

50.5 
36.8 
  8.4 
  4.2 
  1.1 
28.4 
13.7 
  5.3 
  4.2 
  4.2 
  1.0 
  9.5 
  9.5 

- 
  5.2 
  3.2 
  1.0 

- 
  1.0 
  6.3 
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Table 5. Characteristics (C) - Moderators/mediators on EMO and its antecedents 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Moderators/mediators Total 
(n=7) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=5) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=2) (%) 

Environmental factors 
   Industrial structure 
      General environmental turbulence 
      Market dynamism 
      Technological turbulence 
      Competitive intensity 
      Regulatory turbulence 
Intra-organizational factors 
   Firm characteristics 
      Export experience 

85.7 
85.7 
28.6 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 

100.0 
100.0 
  20.0 
  20.0 
  20.0 
  20.0 
  20.0 

- 
- 
- 

50.0 
50.0 
50.0 

- 
- 
- 
- 

50.0 
50.0 
50.0 
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Table 6. Characteristics (C) - Moderators/mediators on EMO and its outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moderators/mediators Total 
(n=59) (%) 

1998-2007 
(n=14) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=45) (%) 

Environmental factors 
   Industrial structure 
      Competitive intensity 
      General environmental turbulence 
      Market dynamism 
      Technological turbulence 
      Environmental complexity 
   Institutional distance 
      Cultural distance 
      Regulatory distance 
      Normative distance 
   Country of origin 
Intra-organizational factors 
   Firm characteristics 
      Firm resources and capabilities    
      Firm reputation 
      Industry 
   Export behavior 
      Export intensity 
      Export strategy 
   Organizational factors 
   Managerial factors    
   Export performance 
Inter-organizational factors 
   Commitment 
   Communication  

59.3 
42.4 
17.0 
10.2 
  8.5 
  5.1 
  1.7 
11.9 
  5.1 
  3.4 
  3.4 
  5.1 
37.3 
18.6 
15.3 
  1.7 
  1.7 
10.2 
  5.1 
  5.1 
  3.4 
  3.4 
  1.7 
  3.4 
  1.7 
  1.7 

85.7 
85.7 
35.7 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
  7.1 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

14.3 
  7.1 

- 
- 

  7.1 
  7.1 

- 
  7.1 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

51.1 
28.9 
11.1 
  8.9 
  6.7 
  2.2 

- 
15.6 
  6.7 
  4.4 
  4.4 
  6.7 
44.4 
22.2 
20.0 
  2.2 

- 
11.1 
  6.7 
  4.4 
  4.4 
  4.4 
  2.2 
  4.4 
  2.2 
  2.2 
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Table 7. Methodology (M) 

Research methodology 
Total  

(n=80) (%) 
1998-2007  
(n=22) (%) 

2008-2018 
(n=58) (%) 

Sample size    
   99 or less   3.8   4.5   3.5 
   100-249 62.5 40.9 70.7 
   250-499 17.5 22.7 15.5 
   500 or more 16.3 36.3  8.6 
Data collection method    
   Survey 98.8 100.0 98.3 
   Interview 23.8 13.6 27.6 
Response rate    
   19% or less 26.3 13.6 31.0 
   20%-29% 26.3 18.1 29.3 
   30%-39% 11.3   9.0 12.1 
   40% or more 26.3 50.0 17.2 
   Not clear 18.8 22.7 17.2 
Key informant    
   Export executive 53.8 54.5 53.5 
   CEO/President 33.8 27.2 36.2 
   Marketing manager 11.3 18.1   8.6 
   Owner   5.0 -   6.9 
   Other 16.3 13.6 17.2 
   Not clear 18.8 18.1 19.0 
Analytical approach    
   Structural equation modeling 63.8 45.4 70.7 
   Regression 32.5 40.9 29.3 
   Analysis of variance   6.3 18.1   1.7 
   Other   5.0   9.0   3.5 
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Figure 1. Number of EMO studies by year 
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Figure 2. A Comprehensive Framework on EMO 
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