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ABSTRACT

Market orientation has emerged as a significant@@tent of organizational performance and is presuto
contribute to the long-term success of a firm. Ghewing number of academic studies on market catent
and the mixed findings they have reported compitché efforts among managers and academics tafiddre

real antecedents and outcomes of this constructh&ve conducted a Brazilian meta-analysis, aggrepat
sample size of 4,537 in 27 papers. The findinggesigthat the relationship between market oriesttasind
business performance is positive and strang (39). We have also conducted an internationajavanalysis,
aggregating a sample size of seven meta-analysesddet orientation. The results show that theee pssitive,
strong and consistent international relationshifvben market orientation and performance acrosstdes ¢ =

.33).
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INTRODUCTION

In the marketing concept, Market Orientation igkevant topic for studying and comprehending the
behavior of firms. In the marketing field, the gastudies of Kohli and Jaworski (1990, 1993) and
Narver and Slater (1990, 1995) stand out. Markeétntation involves an implementation of the
marketing concept since it facilitates firms’ afyilito anticipate, react to and capitalize on
environmental changes, thereby leading to suppgdormance (Shoham, Rose, & Kropp, 2005).

In the evolution of the market orientation conceiptp approaches have been adopted in the
literature (Homburg & Pflesser, 2000). The firstndifies three main components of the construct: an
organization-widegeneration of market information about current and future tooger needs; a
dissemination of such information across departments and indadsl within the market-oriented
firm, and an organization-wideesponsivenesgo the disseminated information (Jaworski & Kohli,
1993, 1996; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990, 1993). This &ebral perspective concentrates on
organizational and human activities that are rdldatethe creation, propagation of, and reaction to
market intelligence (Kirca, Jayachandran, & Bear@&05).

The second approach is a cultural perspectivefticases on organizational norms and values that
encourage behaviors that are consistent with marientation (Narver & Slater, 1990, 1995). In this
last point of view, Narver and Slater (1990) présearket orientation as a construct created from
three main elementscustomer orientation; which is firms’ focus on client needsompetitor
orientation, which analyzes the opponent strateggl earket movement; anghter-functional
coordination, which introduces cooperation amonglegees. In these circumstances, both market
orientation approaches are complementary in explgithe behavior of firms.

The Brazilianmarket orientation literature has some limitationsroughout the past two decades
researchers have investigated several antecededtsamsequences of market orientation to better
understand its role in organizations and markatghErmore, despite a significant volume of researc
on the relationship between market orientation bodiness performance, findings regarding this
relationship often vary substantially in terms ofignitude. As a result, the literature shows mixed
outcomes of the association. For instance, thesdtsevary from non significant (Mller Neto, 2005)
or negative (Bhuian, 1997) to positive (JaworskKé&hli, 1996; Slater & Narver, 1994a, 1994b). As a
possible solution to these miscellaneous resultmeta-analysis can provide insights into theses
inconsistencies by identifying measurement and $angharacteristics that affect the market
orientation-performance relationship and by asegssie generalizability of the outcomes (Brown &
Peterson, 1993).

In parallel, the international market orientatigderiature has been producing different meta-ar@alyti
analysis of the phenomenon, which limits the anslg&the results. These international studies dloun
that market orientation construct is an antecedettte new product projects (Pattikawa, Verwaal, &
Commandeur, 2006), performance (Kireaal, 2005), performance for not-for-profit compared to
profit firms and service compared to manufacturfiigns (Cano, Carrillat, & Jaramillo, 2004),
performance of the voluntary and nonprofit orgatiizes (Shohanet al, 2005), and is significantly
affected by cultural and economic characteristfiah® host country (Ellis, 2006).

We can see some different global variables affgctimrket orientation. Early studies of the
relationship between market orientation and busipesformance are limited to research conducted in
the United States and, to a lesser extent, theedrifingdom (Bhuian, 1997; Caret al, 2004;
Deshpandé & Farley, 1998). Empirical studies inocafing samples from multiple countries are
sparse (e.g., Deshpandé, Farley, & Webster, 198d@leiet al, 2000). Thus, aggregating a national
meta-analysis with other meta-analyses using aernational mega-analysis might consolidate
research findings in the literature. Thus, the ytddes summarize the effect of the most widely
examined international market orientation on penfmmce relationships across countries. Based on
these concerns, this research seeks answersfultveing questions:
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1) What is the mean impact of market orientation arfigpmance in Brazil?

2) What are the study characteristics that moderage dwerall relationship between market
orientation and performance?

3) What is the mean impact of international markeem@ation on its consequences using mega-
analysis?

This paper is structured as follows: first, it mws the market orientation literature, adapting a
theoretical model of its antecedents and conse@sett the next part, we present the method. Then,
we answer the first two questions. After that, wespnt the mega-analysis methodology, collecting
data from seven meta-analytic papers specific tokebaorientation. Then, we answer the third
question. As a result, we collected data from mmeta-analytic papers on management research.
Hence, we do an international and comparative exatin of these studies, answering the last
question. Subsequently, the paper presents garmralusions.

ADJUSTED BRAZILIAN THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This research adjusts the framework proposed bgal€ir al. (2005), which depicts the relationships
among the most frequently examined antecedents@mskequences of market orientation. Since data
collected in Brazil is not sufficient to examind edlationships originally proposed by Kired al.
(2005), the paper has limitations. For instance dtticles collected measure neither the consegsenc
of market orientation, such as quality, customgality and role conflict, nor the antecedents ofkaar
orientation, such as interdepartmental conflict evaatket-based reward systems. In that sense, Figure
1 presents the adjusted theoretical model.

Interdepartmental _ - Organizational Commitme
Connectedness — Market Orientation
Organizational Learning
Interdepartmental Moderators Customer Orientatic
Environment -Measure : :
-Dimensionality | _____ > Innovativeness: Innovation;
. -Industry Innovation Capacity and New Product
Rules for job
. -Scale
execution Organizational Performan

Figure 1: Antecedents and Consequences of Market Orientadidjusted Brazilian Model
Source: author based on Kirca, A. H., Jayachan®an% Bearden, W. (2005). Market orientation: a arahalytic review
and assessment of its antecedents and impact fummpance.Journal of Marketing69(2), 26.

ANTECEDENTS OF MARKET ORIENTATION: HYPOTHESES

Interdepartmental Connectedness Interdepartmental Connectedness is the extersidormal
and informal contacts among employees across \ardgpartments. We hypothesized that this
unofficial contact enhances market orientation égding to greater sharing and use of information
among workers (Kircaet al, 2005). Specifically, the literature suggests thatorganization that
adopts a customer orientation, by understanding ribles of leadership and interfunctional
coordination, and by collecting and disseminatihg tustomer-focused data in the transformation
process, tends to increase its interdepartmentalemiedness toward the market (Kennedy, Goolsby,
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& Arnould, 2003). If there is more association amaiepartments, workers tend to be more integrated
when it comes to meeting customers’ demands. Ih dbase, we hypothesized that;Hhere is a
positive relationship between interdepartmentaheatedness and market orientation.

Interdepartmental Environment. Interdepartmental environment means those asmpécisms’
surroundings and work-style that help employeesatoy out their daily tasks as best as possiblés Th
friendly surrounding creates more life-quality airplace (Slongo & Bossardi, 2004) and harmony to
the overall organization. The interdepartmentaliremvment construct figures out as the formal and
informal atmosphere created among employees adegsartments while doing their jobs. In fact, a
positive atmosphere might reduce the tension betwlepartments and increase the focus on process,
market and consumers. The assumption is that aroeament that provides employees with a sense of
belonging to the firm’s philosophy, a feeling ointdbuting towards satisfying customers’ needs and
sense of greater “esprit de corps” and social litsref employees (Shohagt al, 2005) increases the
focus on market orientation. Because of that, weume that k}: there is a positive relationship
between interdepartmental environment and markeniation.

Rules for Job Execution Rules for job execution are the top management'shasis on the
conditions and roles necessary for workers to exetleir daily tasks, such as the behavior of
employees in an autocratic process for attendimgntsl (Costa, 2006). The theory suggests that
formalization, which refers to the explanation aless, procedures and authority through regulatiisns,
negatively related to market orientation becausghibits firms’ information use and the developmen
of effective responses to changes in the markegpldmworski & Kohli, 1993; Kircat al, 2005). The
hypothesis suggested here is a U-shaped invertatioreship between formalization and market
orientation, assuming not a negative but a pos#isgociation. The argument is that the degree of
formalization (Goncalves, Goncalves, & Veiga, 2002gulation and control (Dalmoro & Faleiro,
2007) in doing work generates more focus on theecottasks. In that sense, these rules (as used in
Révillion, 2005) aid firms’ development of effeaiyob execution, helping meet consumers’ needs.

Instead of harming the market orientation focugétiee relationship), rules for job execution help
firms to focus more on the market and clients. dfgeiment is that by creating rules, employees might
feel more secure in carrying out their tasks andensecure about which actions may be in agreement
with firms’ philosophy and norms. Because of thigyre formalization should improve the market
orientation (positive relation), but when it arvat a specific point, the excess of formalization
should decrease the market orientation ability #tieg association), assuming a curvilinear
relationship. In that circumstance, it is hypothedithat H.: there is a positive relationship between
rules for job execution and market orientation.

CONSEQUENCES OF MARKET ORIENTATION: HYPOTHESES

Commitment. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) argue that by spreadirsense of pride and camaraderie
among employees, market orientation enhances @agéomal commitment, employee-team spirit and
customer orientation. Shohaen al. (2005) comment that committed employees (a) ae likely to
be absent from work or to resign from their firr{ts) are more likely to go beyond required norms to
contribute to the attainment of organizational gaaid (c) are willing to put more effort into thellw
being of the organization. Because of these festungyanizational commitment should be positively
associated with market orientation. In that situatiwe hypothesized that,Hthere is a positive
relationship between commitment and market orienat

Learning. Learning is the acquisition, interpretation andsdmination of the organizational
information inside firms’ culture (Slater & Narvet995). Learning is a cultural process accumulated
by the organization and circulated within its firmSarrell (2000) and Hurley and Hult (1998)
supported the association between market orientai@ learning, commenting that learning is a
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cultural feature of the organization that dealdwmitarketing and customer demands. In that situation
we assumed thatzHthere is a positive relationship between lear@ing market orientation.

Customer Orientation. The market orientation essence is the customeesds. Customer
orientation includes more quality in products, fsraommitment, positive word-of-mouth, consumer
satisfaction and loyalty. Market orientation entemcustomer satisfaction and loyalty because firms
are well positioned to anticipate customer needkdfer goods and services to satisfy those needs
(Slater & Narver, 1994Db). In that sense, the omgion is in line with the market demands, prowidin
more perceived value. The market orientation de¢$atus solely on customers, but they are the core
aspect of the construct. Research has found afisaymti and positive association between market
orientation and customer orientation (Jaworski &nKo01993, 1996; Kircaet al, 2005; Slater &
Narver, 1994a, 1994b). From the evidence, we hygsited that bl there is a positive relationship
between market orientation and customer orientation

Innovation. Innovation consequences include firms’ innovaigs&s and the ability to create and
implement new ideas, products and processes (Hukte&hen, 2001). Market orientation should
enhance an organization’s innovativeness and n@dupgt performance since innovation drives a
continuous and proactive disposition toward meetiagtomer needs and emphasizes greater use of
information (Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998). For anjzations, the notion that consumers have
different needs and demand different products ssiggmore investments in R&D, generating more
innovative products.

Based on the arguments discussed and the empenaince that follows, we suggest that, H
there is a positive relationship between market¢ration and innovation (Haet al, 1998; Hult &
Ketchen, 2001); K there is a positive relationship between mark@&tntation and new product
performance (Damanpour, 1991; Im & Workman, 200&iiP& Sampaio, 2003; Perin, Sampaio, &
Hooley, 2006); and & there is a positive relationship between marke¢ntation and market
innovation capacity (Gongalves al, 2002; Kircaet al, 2005).

Performance Because market orientation helps firms track eespond to changing customer
needs, it should be associated with business peafore. Literature suggests that firms manage their
relationship with the environment in order to maiientheir performance (Shohaet al, 2005).
Resource Based View Theory postulates that diftexiefirm resources give rise to superior strategy
and performance (Barney, 1991). Because markettatien helps firms to improve their resources
and is a market differential, the investments ds #trategy should result in superior performance
(Perin, Sampaio, & Henrigson, 2005). Thus, we hypsize that kl there is a positive relationship
between market orientation and performance (Deshép&@nFarley, 1998; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990;
Slater & Narver, 1994b; Urdan, 2000, 2001a, 2001b).

In this study, we measure performance in two forggjective Likert-scale and Objective scale. In
the latter, the variables were sales, profit, seleemployee, profit and market share. When there i
more than one way of measuring objective performeafur instance the market share, sales and profit
as used in Sampaiet al. (2005), this meta-analysis uses the average otahelations to create a
global performance indicator. The next topic discussesyst.

STUDY 1: BRAZILIAN META-ANALYSIS

Methodology. An extensive search was performed where the Hat®e searched the CAPES
Dissertation Site, Proquest, Brazilian Universitiggraries, Google Scholar, Brazilian top Business
Journals and Business Conferences (Qualis-CAPE&ditation). We used the following key terms
in the database: market, orientation, performamee] customer. Additionally, the more prolific
Brazilian authors of this topic were asked for wiogk papers that they had not published. Six
researchers sent their unpublished data. The ardiusion criterion was that studies reported
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statistical information sufficient to calculate affect size. When the same article was publisheal at
conference and in a journal, we use the journakresefce (excluded if paper was duplicated).

Sample The 27 Brazilian articles used in this meta-asighare: Antoni (2004), Carvalho (2001),
Costa (2006), Dalmoro and Faleiro (2007), Fale2@0(), Galdo, Pacagnan, Silva and Frutos (2007),
Gava and Silveira (2007), Gongalves al. (2002), Mandelli (1998), Menna (2001), Miller Neto
(2005), Perin (2002), Perin and Sampaio (2001, 2P0B6), Perin, Sampaio and Faleiro (2002), Perin
et al. (2005), Periret al. (2006), Révillion (2005), Sampaio (2000), Santnd Rossi (2005), Silva,
Damacena and Melo (2002), Slongo and Bossardi {2@®duza (2004) and Urdan (2000, 2001a,
2001b).

Effect Size Calculation We selected the correlation coefficienas the primary effect size metric
because it is easier to interpret and is a scake+freasure. Effect sizes are obtained throughge rain
statistical data (e.g., Student,sF ratios with oned.f. in the numeratory’) by means of the formulas
given by Hunter and Schmidt (2004). Not all the @iogl studies, however, reported correlations or
measures that could be converted into correlations.

This author therefore asked researchers to repertorrelations or send their database. In a few
instances, the authors were able to offer the lativas requested. This paper does not transfoem th
product-moment correlatiorr)(into a Fisher'sz, = (5 [In (1 +r ) —In ( 1 + )]) because that
transformation introduces more error than the pabvalue inr (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004).

Meta-Analysis Findings Table 1 summarizes the bivariate correlations ahdrcstatistics for the
relationships between market orientation and itee@dents and consequences. When a study
contained two or more samples, it was analyzedratgg (see Gava & Silveira, 2007; Menna, 2001;
Perin & Sampaio, 2003; Urdan, 2000).

Antecedents of Market Orientation The data showed that all three antecedents okenar
orientation were significant, supporting hypothedé¢s, H;, and H. The results showed that
interdepartmental connectedness had a significahipasitive impact on market orientatian< .64;
p<.000). Note that interdepartmental connectednessuated for 41%r) of the market orientation
variance. We can see that interdepartmental coedieess was the most important construct in
explaining market orientation variation. This ewvide supports the cultural perspective that focases
organizational norms and interchange values (Deglé& Farley, 1998). Some examples of the
variables used for measuring interdepartmental ectedness in this meta-analysis are: opinion
sharing (Perin, 2002), employees’ opportunity teegbpinions (Goncalvest al, 2002), department
connectedness (Santos & Rossi, 2005), communicatimng employees across various departments
(Perin & Sampaio, 2006; Slongo & Bossardi, 2008, e
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Table 1

Overview of Antecedents and Consequences of Mark€&rientation

Simple | CotR  Effect %  File
Construct Hypothesis K N O Range ofr Averrage A djl?ste d Size Serror La Uc Q-Test Acc.  Drawer
r
Antecedents of Market Orientation
Interdepartmental Dynamics
Interdepartmental Connectedness.{1) 6 1,138 6 .15to0.77 .53 .55 .B4xx* .02 .61 68. 111** 5% 70
Interdepartmental Environment=.92) 2 579 2 .381t0.58 43 .45 53* .03 A7 .59 2**D 4% NC
Rules for Job Execution£.77) 5 1,293 5 .24t0.38 .30 .33 AQ*** .02 35 44. 6 41% 35
Consequences of Market Orientation
Organizational Consequences
Organizational Commitment£.62) 2 148 2 .51to .66 .58 .53 78* .05 72 84* 4 28% NC
Learning ¢=.88) 6 1,149 6 .32t0.71 .58 .59 .68*** .02 .65 T71. 59 9% 75
Customer Consequences
Customer Orientatioru£.80) 7 1,743 7 .07to.57 .29 .29 34rxx .02 30 38. 22%* 29% 40
Innovation Consequences
Innovation ¢=.83) 7 1,879 7 .09to .48 .33 37 ikl .02 40 47. 30 16% 53
Market Innovation Capacity€.74) 3 888 3 .23t0.34 27 .28 34+ .03 .28 404 29.3% 17
New Product Performance=.81) 2 501 2 .19t0.32 .25 .29 31* .04 .21 37* 4 13% NC
Organizational Performance
Profit @=.91) 10 1,385 11 -.32to0.44 .18 .20 24 rrx .02 9.1 .29 32%= 24% 41
Sales ¢=.92) 9 1,086 10 -.10to .68 .15 A2 L 4xx .03 .08 .20  37*** 19% 18
Sales by Employee$.91) 2 223 2 .34t0.70 .52 .37 39 .06 27 5011%** 9% NC
Market Shareo=.75) 4 942 4 .16to .44 .29 .32 RN i .03 .36 .46 38*** 7% 28
Objective Performance%1.00) 5 404 6 -.03t0.73 .32 37 .38*** .05 30 47. A4lx 11% 39
Subjective Performance=.90) 13 3,587 16 -.06to.52 .29 .40 26 .02 3.2 .29 72%= 19% 67

Additional Analysis
Global Performance Index%.86) 22 4537 26 -.32t0.73 52 .37 39%** 06 7.2 .50 11%* 9% 176

Note:: * p <.05; *p < .01; **p < .001;K = number of studie®y = CombinedN over all independent cumulative samples sze; Number of observations; Range = Minimum and Maxn
value forr; Effect Size = is the corrected mean correlatioefficients byboth the sample-size-weighted and reliability-correatstimates; SE = Standard Error of Effect Siz€[(443]); L¢ =
Lower confidence interval (Homo);dJ= Upper confidence interval (Homd}, = Statistic for Homogeneity at Individual Levé) € X ,ES? — (Z,ES)Y X.i); % Acc. = Indicates how much
variance is due to sampling error; File Drawer wa{bility bias) refers to the number of unpubédhstudies reporting the null results needed taaedhe cumulative effect across studies to
the point of non-significance (Hunter & Schmidt02Q; NC = no calculated sin€2< 2; Global Market Orientation reliability =.86.
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The outcomes also showed that the interdepartmentdatonment i = .53; p<.05), which is the
organizational atmosphere, had a positive impaaharket orientation (see measures in Gongcalves
al., 2002; Slongo & Bossardi, 2004).

The rules for the job execution construct also hasignificant positive relationship with market
orientation = .40;p<.000). Rules for job execution mean the degre@rmhalization (Gongalvest
al., 2002), burocracy (Costa, 2006), control in executhe work (Dalmoro & Faleiro, 2007) and
roles for doing the job (Révillion, 2005). The milior the job execution construct have to do wliid t
definition of roles, procedures and authority tigiouules.

The Q-test for homogeneity was not significant in théesufor job execution-market orientation
association, rejecting the heterogeneity evideBcp<{NS). Heterogeneity estimates greater than zero
can indicate the presence of real heterogeneitgote a result of sampling fluctuations. Therefare
significant Q-test result suggests that the calculated effeet isi not applicable to the entire group.
Monte Carlo simulations showed that tQetest keeps the tightest control of the Type | eraie
(when compared with the Likelihood Ratio and WalB'stimation), although the results emphasize
the importance of large sample sizes within thesstudies (Viechtbauer, 2007).

Consequences of Market Orientation Market orientation had a heavy impact on orgammral
commitment = .78;p<.05). We used for commitment Dalmoro and Falei{@807) and Faleiro’s
(2001) studies. Market orientation also had an thpa organizational learning € .68;p<.000). The
literature considers that organizational learnioge of the most important consequences of market
orientation, represents the company’s capacitydearirom one given position to another, suggesting
that the influence of market orientation on perfante is significant when it is mediated by
organizational learning (Jiménez-Jiménez & Ceghlmmarro, 2007). A cyclic relationship is
suggested here, where the greater the market ppHgs the greater firms’ knowledge in
comprehending the market, which, by this wisdompusth improve the marketplace focus. To
complement, some papers that have measured leantinge Goncalvest al. (2002), Perin (2002),
Perinet al. (2002), Periret al. (2006), Periret al. (2005) and Costa (2006).

Market orientation also predicted customer oriéotafr = .34; p<.000). The explanation for that
weakness could be due to the biased use of the M#RKcale in Brazilian papers (Kohli, Jaworski,
& Kumar, 1993). The MARKOR scale focuses more oa tiiarket than on clients, influencing the
results. Some papers that measured consumer didentaere Goncgalvest al. (2002), Santos and
Rossi (2005), Sampaio (2000), Souza (2004), Rerad. (2006), Révillion (2005), Souza (2004) and
Costa (2006). The MARKOR scale uses the followirighethsions: generation of information,
dissemination of information and responsivenesb@flisseminated information.

Market orientation influenced innovation € .43; p<.000), market innovation capacity € .34;
p<.000) and new product performance=(.31;p<.05). As a result, hypotheseg, Hs,, Hs, and H.are
supported.

The articles that measured innovation were Mulletd\(2005), Gongalvest al. (2002), Costa
(2006), Perin and Sampaio (2003), Faleiro (200&}inket al. (2002) and Galdet al (2007); those
that measured new product performance were eah (2005) and Perigt al. (2006); and those that
measured market innovation capacity were Pefrial. (2005), Periret al. (2006) and Goncalvest al.
(2002).

Business PerformancePerformance was measured by profit, sales, sglesnployee and market
share. The significant association between markeniation and profit was significant & .24;
p<.000). On the other hand, the market orientatadassby employee link comprehends the individual
employee focus on sales, attendance and politedesording to the data, this hypothesis was
supported r( = .39; p<.000). The association between market orientadioth market share was the
strongest of the Brazilian scientific data £ .41; p<.000). File-drawer means that just five non
significant and/or unavailable Brazilian studiesdstigating this relationship are necessary togorin
the cumulated market share effect size to a namfgignt value.
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The market orientation-sales link is the weakestetation found = .14;p<.000), which may be
due to the large correlation variation -.10 to aB®i to the large sample size reporting non siganitic
effects. For instance, non significant results (228ére found by Muller Neto (2005),= -.05;p=NS;

N =781, and by Periet al. (2005),r = .02;p=NS; N =208. On the other hand, weaker associations
(44% belowr .14) were found by Perigt al. (2006),r = .13;p<.05; N =293, by Mandelli (1998), =

.14; p<.05; N = 29, and by Silvat al. (2002),r = .13;p<.05; N = 43. Based on these examples, the
weak result could be due to the fact that correfatifrom large samples, listed above, are nedreto t
population average, as proposed by the Centraltiimeorem Theory (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). If
this assumption is correct, a low or non significassociation between market orientation and sales
can be assumed, as illustrated by the papers. tNatehe market orientation-sales link correlation
corrected just by sample size presented an efieeta$r =.12 fp< .01). In comparison, Kircat al.
(2005) suggested that market orientation-performdimk (- = .46; p<.05) was the strongest in their
study. In this circumstance, the four studies uasdmarket share were positive and significant,
although the file-drawer was low.

The objective and subjective performance measurese vpositively associated with market
orientation = .38; p<.000 andr = .26; p<.000). Furthermore, a global effect size was ecdb
represent the performance measure. We use the gavesh all the objective and subjective
performance measures to create a universal indicte sample accumulated in this global effect
size was 4,537 (22 papers); with just 9% of vagadae to sampling error. The correlation between
market orientation and global performance was gtifor= .39; p<.001). The findings are consistent
with the predominant expectations in prior resedkabhli & Jaworski, 1990, 1993; Narver & Slater,
1990, 1995; Shohamt al, 2005). It is important to comment that other ahlés are as important as
market orientation in explaining performance, sitieer? was just 15%. Figure 2 shows the results.

Interdepartmental _ _ (r =.78) Commitmer
Connectedness £.64) Market Orientation

(r =.68) Learning

Interdepartmental Moderator (r =.34) Custome
Environment  =.53) -Scale
MARKOR (r = .43) ---»
Rules for job execution MKTOR (r = .15)

(r =.40) |

(r =.43) Innovation; (=.43) Innovation
Capacity andr(=.43) new product

(r =.37) Global Performan

Figure 2. Antecedents and Consequences of Market Orientdlain Results
Note: correlations are all significant@t.01; moderator is significant p&.07.

Hypothesized Moderators This topic analyzes the moderators that affectntiagket orientation-
performance association. This paper does not testis dnvolved in implementing a strategg
measures that emphasize revenues as moderate frintthe 22 studies that measured performance,
all of them used some kind of revenue-based pedoce. Other moderator hypotheses were tested
using regression analysis, in which the effect sizefficient between two variables was enterednas a
endogenous variable, the factors were entered @gearus variables (i.e. dummy variables), and
reliability was used as a covariate. Alpha coefints fory andx did not show significance. The
moderator variables were objective (frequendy] E 7) vs subjective measureb£ 19); multi-item {
= 21) vs single-item measuref € 5); manufacturingf(= 10) vs service industryf(= 16) and
measurement MARKOR € 16)vs MKTOR scalesf(= 6).

Objective vs. Subjective MeasuresBusiness performance has been investigated lhySudijective
(e.g. self-reported) and objective measures (e, Rarket share, sales). The discrepancy between
objective and subjective scales has been recogrindddiscussed in market orientation literature
(Canoet al, 2004). According to Harris (2001), the strengthtlte relationship between market
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orientation and organizational performance usirlgjestiive evaluations might differ from relationship
tests using objective measures. In this conditmmmon methods variance may strengthen the
correlation between market orientation and perforteawhen research uses a subjective measure
(Doty & Glick, 1998). Dawes (1999) also presents danger of obtaining a false positive result (i.e.
Type | Error) when using subjective rather thaneobtiye measures of business performance.
Consequently, subjective measures of businessrpafe may cause the correlation coefficient to
be artificially inflated. This hypothesis was sugpd by Kircaet al. (2005) and discarded by Caab

al. (2004) and by this papef € .04;p >.86), rejecting the assumption.

Multi vs. Single-ltem Measures Henard and Szymanski (2001) believe that theofiseulti-item
measures of performance should be associated wigheh market orientation-performance
correlations than the use of single-item measueealise multi-item measures are more capable of
capturing various facets of complex constructssBhiidy rejected that assumptign=(.02;p > .94).

Manufacturing vs. Service Industry. For Gray and Hooley (2002) there is equivocatlente of
the moderating effect of industry type (service manufacturing) on the relationship between market
orientation and business performance. The implesmtient of market orientation could entail a higher
degree of customization in services firms than ianofacturing firms, which implies that the
correlation between these two constructs might y&@anoet al, 2004). Moreover, this association
should be greater in service firms due to greaggreddence on person-to-person interaction, which
has more customer communication and personalizeates than those of manufacturing firms (Kirca
et al, 2005). In this article, the result did not havwgngicance f = -.17; p >.43), rejecting the
assumption.

MARKOR vs. MKTOR Measurement. Research indicates that although both scales are
theoretically consistent, in general the MKTOR a@ufprms the MARKOR when it comes to
explaining business performance variance (Oczko&dkarrell, 1998). The MKTOR scale comprises
three core elements: customer orientation, congpedrientation, and interfunctional coordinatiom O
the other hand, the MARKOR scale has three compenageneration of market information;
dissemination of information and responsivenesaa&p According to Narver and Slater (1990), the
MKTOR associates stronger with business performémae the MARKOR because it fully captures
the notion of providing customer value and supebiginess performance.

Data suggested that the relationship between marikattation and performance is stronger when
measured by the MARKOR scale, supporting the assamis = .40;p < .07; R % = .11; Max
Variance Inflation Factor = 1.00). This finding ¢ibe a consequence of the extensive use of the
MARKOR scale in Brazil, indicating that it could Imeore adapted to our business field. Of the 22
papers analyzed, 72% (16) used the MARKOR scaleo€gal. (2004) also found that the MARKOR
measurement influences the relationship betweekanarientation and business performance. On the
other hand Kircaet al. (2005) and Shoharet al. (2006) did not support the MARKOR scale
moderator hypothesis.

When an isolated analysis was done, the effect feizenarket orientation-performance link was
stronger in the MARKOR samplé (21) = -1.89Fvarkor = -43VS Iukror = -15;p< .073;N = 2.495),
when compared to the MKTOR samph= 1,094). According to Canet al. (2004), the MARKOR-
42Scale also produced stronger correlations thaMKEOR - ,s.

STUDY 2: INTERNATIONAL MEGA-ANALYSIS

What is the mean impact of international markeemation on its consequences using mega-
analysis? Aiming to answer this question, this paloes a mega-analysis on seven international meta-
analyses, prepared especially for market oriemaseeking to provide insights into inconsistencies
by accumulating effects across global studies. Hat tsense, the mega-analysis contributes to
international marketing by adjusting the globaleetfsizes, comparing the international results and
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evaluating the main performance predictor. Therditere uses mega-analysis to summarize the
different published meta-analyses.

Methodology. These variables helped created the mega-analytabad® because it only sought
other meta-analytic studies in market orientatibhe seven international meta-analyses specific to
market orientation are: Canet al. (2004), Ellis (2006), Grinstein (2008), Kiroet al. (2005),
Krasnikov and Jayachandran (2008), Sholeaal. (2005) and this study [this].

International Mega-Analysis Findings Table 2 presents the descriptive results from #hers
international meta-analyses on market orientatibhe dependent variables were performance,
innovation, learning and commitment. We can semftioe market orientation-performance link that
the simple average of the effect size for thesepawas mean=.32, accounting on average for 10% of
the business performance. Market orientation-petémce N accumulated was 120,248/ fcan =
17,178). The association between market orientatrahinnovation presented by Kireaal. (2005)
was the strongest in the data base=(.45) and near to the global averagg., = .43. Market
orientation also had a positive impact on learnamgl commitmenty can = .65 andrean = .67,
respectively.

Table 2

Effect Sizes from Market Orientation to (...)

Study Perf. N r>  lnnov N r> Lear. N r> Com. N r?
CCJ (2004) 35 12,043 12%
KJ (2008) 35 19,176 12%
S e a .33 1589 18%

(2006)

E (2006) 26 14586 7%

SRK (2006) .28 5,165 8% .51 1,235 26%
KJB (2005) = .32 63,150 10% 45 6,013 20% .71 2,203 50%
This paper 39 4,537 15% 43 1,879 18% .68 1,149 46% .78 1,48 61%
G (2008) 40 10,496 16% .63 3,174 40%

‘Simple .32 17178 10% .43 6129 18% .65 2161 43% .67 1195 45%
Mean

Note. blank = not available\ = sample size accumulated; Perf. = PerformaneeMn= Innovation; Lear = Learning; Com.
= Commitment; Market orientation-performanbe accumulated 120,246; Market orientation-innovatdraccumulated
18,338; Market orientation-learnifgjaccumulated 4,323; Market orientation-commitniém@iccumulated 3,586.

According to the data, market orientation was peaif associated with performancendga-analysis=
.33; p<.000). The range value of market orientatigrwas from .2Ginimum t0 3%aximum NOte that the
= .33 mega-analysis effect size was near to theceffizes (see Table 2) found by the other seven
investigations (e.g. Canet al, 2004; Ellis, 2006; Grinstein, 2008; Kired al, 2005; Krasnikov &
Jayachandran, 2008; Shohamnal, 2005 and this paper) and that these values il Variance
across studiesr(= .001; SD = .02).

The mega-analysis also found that market oriemtatias associated with innovation £ .42;
p<.000), learningr(= .64;p<.000), and commitment & .64;p<.000), suggesting that the latter two
constructs received the greatest impact from madkintation (* = 41%). The mega-analysis
accumulated effect sizes across seven internatiomh-analyses, supporting the notion that the
impact of market philosophy on business performatass not have variation across countries. This
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result is also supported by Camd al. (2004), who found that market orientation-perfonce
association does not have variation across cosnfgi®ss domestic product per capita [GDP] and the
United Nations Human Development Index [HDI].

Table 3

International Mega-Analysis of Market Orientation

Construct % File
Hypothesis N O Range s fa ES S Lo U Q Acc prawer

International
Mega-analysis

MO-Performance 7 120,246 7 .26t0.39 .32 .33 .30 .32 .33 137 0 37
MO-Innovation 3 18,358 3 40to .45 42 43 4D0. 41 43 14 10 22
MO- Learning 2 4323 2 63to.68 .64 .65 .64 .0063 .66 6 9 23
MO-Commitment 3 3586 3 51to.78 .64 .67 .640 .0.62 .66 93 2 35

Note. MO = Market Orientationk = number of studiesy = CombinedN over all independent cumulative samples dize;
Number of observations; Range = Minimum and Maxinuatue forr; rg; = simple meanrg, = adjusted by sampleEffect
Sizes (all p < .001) = is the corrected mean correlation coieffits byboth the sample-size-weighted and reliability-
corrected estimates; SE Standard Error of Effect Size {({N-3]); Le; = Lower confidence interval (Homo);dJ= Upper
confidence interval (Homo)Q = Statistic for Homogeneity at Individual Lev&) € X,,ES? — (X,,ES)¥ X,), Q = allp<.05;

% Acc. = Indicates how much variance is due to dmmperror; File Drawer = (availability bias) refeto the number of
unpublished studies reporting the null results edetb reduce the cumulative effect across studiethe point of non-
significance (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004)

Mega-Analysis Moderator. According to Table 4, measurement influences tékationship
between market orientation and business performaba& indicated that the market orientation-
performance link is stronger when market orientattomeasured using the MARKOR rather than the
MKTOR scale (Canet al, 2004; This paper; Ellis, 2006). As hypothesizbé, relationship between
market orientation and business performance imgimowhen the subjective scale rather than the
objective scale is used to measure business pafmen(Canet al, 2004; Ellis, 2006; Kircat al,
2005; Krasnikov & Jayachandran, 2008). These twsulte mean that international literature
converges to support the moderator aspect of ttaiareship tested. Table 4 shows other non-
significant moderators.

Table 4

Moderators that Affect Market Orientation-Performan ce Relationship According to Meta-
Analyses

Non-Significant (p=NS)

Significant Moderator (p<.05)

KJB (2005): Cost baseds.revenue based
KJB (2005): Singlevs. multi item scale
This: Singlevs. multi item scale

KJB (2005): MARKORvS.MKTOR

KJB (2005): Manufacturing > Services segment
KJB (2005): Low uncertainly > high uncertainly auks
KJB (2005): Low power distance > high power dise&anc
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Table 4 (continued)

KJB (2005): Date of publication CCJ (2004): Note for profit > profit firms

KJB (2005): Individualisnvs. collectivism CCJ (2004): Services > manufacturing segment
KJB (2005): Masculinitys.femininity E (2006): West > East hemisphere

CCJ (2004): Individualismas. collectivism E (2006): Large > Small Market

CCJ (2004): GDP E (2006): Mature > Developing Economies

CCJ (2004): HDI

This: Subjectivers. Objective measure MARKOR > MKTOR

This: Manufacturingss. Services Industry Support by CCJ (2004); Thi$2@D6)

KJ (2008): Largers.small firms A%/5.28; 42.vs.15; .32vs .25; respectivelly

KJ (2008): B2Bvs.B2C

KJ (2008): Manufacturings. Services Industry ~ Subjective > Objective measure

KJ (2008): USAvs.non-USA investigation Supported by KJB (2005);JG2004): KJ (2008); E (2006):
KJ (2008): Multiplevs. Single Industry NA; respectively; .4%.29; NA; .27vs.22; respectivelly
E (2006): Businesgs. Market Level

Note. A > B means that Conditigrintroduces a stronger relationship when compareZionditiory; NA = Not available.

MARKETING CONTRIBUTION

For managerial decisions, the outcomes presentedhiighlight the importance of interdepartmental
connectedness in order to be market oriented.departmental connectedness is defined as the degree
of formal and informal direct contact among empkx/across departments (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).
Related literature suggests that interdepartmesttlahectedness facilitates the exchange and use of
information across organizational boundaries (Dasdp & Zaltman, 1982). In addition, there are
other examples suggesting that informal networkberathan formal organization structures are
increasingly affecting organizational activitiesewf information and outcomes (Menon, Bharadwaj,
Adidam, & Edison, 1999).

Secondly, market orientation has a strong impacboganizational learning. Slater and Narver
(1995) concluded that market orientation is oritglly to significantly enhance performance whes it i
combined with a strong learning orientation. Thainpis presented here, where learning is combined
with market orientation to influence performance.

Thirdly, as important as market orientation anerndépartmental connectedness are, they must be
complemented by an appropriate organizational giiver® to produce a learning organization (Slater
& Narver, 1995). One example of organizational iéay is working together with clients — in a co-
production style or a co-creator (Vargo & LuschQ2D In fact, the customer orientation concept
reliance on either only customer-focused or conmetocused decision making can often lead to an
incomplete business strategy, leaving an orgaoizatiandicapped by a reactive posture (Day &
Wensley, 1988).

In addition, market orientation through intelligengeneration is a source of ideas for new products
and services, which, together with the focus omipling superior value to the customers by means of
fulfilling their needs and the evolution of theireferences, should positively affect the degree of
innovation in companies (Vazquez, Santos, & Alvar2@01). In this study, market orientation
explained a large amount of variation on firms’aaation.
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Fourthly, the ten studies included in this metalmsia supported the assumption that market
orientation has a strong impact on profit. In patathe studies also confirmed the market oriéoat
market share link. Note that these are two impon@asures of objective performance supporting the
managers’ use of marketing strategy philosophycdmplement, there is a positive and significant
correlation between global market orientation amufggmance (supporting previous research by
Deshpandé & Farley, 1998; Slater & Narver, 1994a).

In short, this study extends prior attempts to ustded the market orientation-performance
association by employing a considerable numbeffetiesizes and other relationships. The data base
was the Brazilian papers, which represent a sfiemtifort to apply international theory to practic
management. The results found here have not oplycsted the international literature on this topic,
but also shown the Brazilian industry focus onnitarket and customers. Thus, the findings indicate
the managers’ maturity in terms of understandingelktic markets, anticipating competitors’ moves,
finding new opportunities and discovering what oustrs need.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

For academics, the main conclusion found hereds itidependent of the measure, objectige
subjective, and independent of the indicator used fales, profit, market-share, etc.), the coimtr
economy, the GDP or HDI, the culture (individuadists collectivistic), the industry (B2Bs B2C),
etc., market orientation has a significant and tpasiimpact on performance across countries. The
effect size is positive and, when compared to otheta-analyses, is positioned in the top three
performance predictors. From the evidence, it i mnecessary to discover other consequences and
potential moderators to bring noteworthy results itbernational marketing theory. Articles
investigating just the market orientation-performmmssociation might not achieve a real scientific
contribution for the international community, sinttés mega-analysis summarized the international
results and presents a solid conclusion. Therefiie, market orientation-performance link ns
longer a global uncertainty.

For managers, at first glance, the results discubsee imply a more market-oriented view within
the organization. Sometimes the exacerbated facusawsket, industry, economy, international market
and competitors jeopardizes firms’ performance aagacity for innovation (Narver, Slater, &
MacLachlan, 2004). In fact, firms’ environment anterdepartmental connectedness improve the way
that multinationals view the movement of marketgdme their windows. To be market oriented is
necessary in order to generate and distribute dheept within organizations, incorporating multiple
systems of belief and developing a more compleypaate culture. The significance of the three
antecedents confirms this assumption, showing thetket orientation is related to a number of
strategic orientations (i.e. environment). Nexg thsults of the market orientation disseminatidh w
appear not only on a better performance, but afs@rganizational commitment, innovation and
learning. As a result, the use of market orientatvategy might permit organizations to discover o
to anticipate incessantly what consumers neeceamlfrom them in a coproduction and to be able
fulfill those needs with new solutions and custadiproducts.
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