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Abstract The purpose of this article is to surface lessons we
learned in course of doing our article on market orientation
(Kohli and Jaworski Journal of Marketing, 54, 1-18 1990).
These lessons are intended to provide specific guidance for
scholars – particularly PhD students and junior faculty – in-
terested in developing new constructs and theories related to
them. We organize the lessons into four sections that reflect
the end-to-end research process. Specifically, the paper is or-
ganized around issues relating to: (a) choosing whether and
what to study, (b) with whom to study it, (c) doing the re-
search, and (d) crafting the findings. For each section, we
identify one or more lessons or principles that we believe
generalize to a broader research context. We conclude with a
set of ideas for future research on market orientation, especial-
ly those that could benefit from field-based studies.
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Since 1990, there have been well over 1000 articles on the
topic of market orientation. This body of work has identified
environmental, industry, management, organizational, and

reward variables that drive an organization to be more
market driven (Kirca et al. 2005). Moreover, there has
been extensive research on the consequences – includ-
ing business performance, organizational dynamics, hu-
man asset engagement, and customer impacts (Kirca
et al. 2005). Collectively, this body of work has impact-
ed academic research as well as the practice of market
orientation within firms.

Market orientation is generally regarded as one of market-
ing’s indigenous concepts versus one borrowed from another
discipline. In the early 90’s two different views of market
orientation emerged – one generally focused on culture
(Narver and Slater 1990) and the other focused on behavior
(Kohli and Jaworski 1990). Ultimately, both were well re-
ceived and heavily cited within and outside the discipline.
The behavior-focused point of view on the concept was based
on field and survey work with practitioners. The field-based
interactions helped shape the meaning of the concept, its mea-
surement, and identification of its antecedents and
consequences.

The purpose of this article is to reflect on lessons from our
research experience and provide specific guidance for
scholars. Our insights are particularly relevant to scholars
who are interested in field-based, discovery-oriented work in
marketing management, and to reviewers charged with eval-
uating such work.1 This is not to say that others cannot benefit
from our insights, but since our work relied heavily on inter-
actions with practitioners, several of our lessons learned are
based on this context.

1 There are several discovery-oriented approaches including observation stud-
ies, videography, participant-observation, and so on. Our insights are also
relevant to these approaches; however, our discussion in this paper focuses
primarily on interviews with managers.
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In terms of structure, we organize the lessons learned into
categories that reflect the end-to-end research process.2 That
is, this paper is organized around issues relating to: (a) choos-
ing whether and what to study, (b) with whom to study it, (c)
doing the research, and (d) crafting the findings. For each
subsection, we identify one or more principles or lessons that
we believe generalize to a broader research context.
Importantly, the focus of this article is our first conceptual
piece on market orientation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990); we
do not discuss our subsequent articles on the topic.

Choosing whether and what to study

We started this research stream just after completing graduate
school. At the time, we had a number of different research
pathways we could have pursued including: (1) continuing
with our doctoral dissertation research programs, (2) examin-
ing the intersection between our respective research activities,
(3) looking for the Bhot topics^ of the day, (4) selecting a new-
to-the-world concept, and/or (5) focusing on an emerging top-
ic – of concern to both practice and the academy. In short, the
decision to focus on customer ormarket orientation was not an
obvious choice at the time.

Whether to study As we debated the choice of market orien-
tation as a potential research topic, we knew there would be
potential downsides – including diversifying (i.e., diluting)
our research profiles, simply adding more research projects
to our respective research pipelines, and heavy competition
from well-known scholars. Ultimately, we decided to pursue
the work on this new Bemerging topic^ after considerable
discussion. At the time, the concept was labeled various terms
–marketing concept, customer orientation, marketing orienta-
tion, and so on. There was a lack of clarity on the meaning and
definition of the concept. So, we believed there was an oppor-
tunity to make a contribution.

Five key factors influenced our choice. First, the topic was
of great interest to us. Second, theMarketing Science Institute
identified Bcustomer orientation^ as a research priority and
was looking to fund scholars in the area. No one was doing
research on customer orientation at the time – so, one could be
Bfirst to market^ in shaping the research stream. The MSI
brand, funding, and access to their practitioner network was
very appealing. Third, the MSI Bstamp of approval^ meant
that the topic was of interest to practitioners and had the po-
tential to be important. Notably, this practitioner voice would
be important in helping define the concept – and refining our
thinking. Fourth, the Bcustomer concept^ – while very

ambiguous at the time, is central to any discourse on the nature
and scope of the discipline of marketing. Thus, we had a
strong point of view that if one could figure out a meaning
and definition, it had the potential to be well cited and de-
ployed in practice. Fifth, MSI had invited us to a Bkick-off^
mini-conference on the topic – with several well-known
scholars attending. After the conference, they reached out to
us – and asked us to submit a proposal.

While these five factors would seem to suggest the choice
was obvious, it was not. We knew we had to focus our re-
search and publish in order to make tenure – and this new idea
would take us in a new direction. Also, at least one well-
respected scholar counseled us not to pursue the research.
Largely, this was due to his perception that we would be de-
veloping research programs that had too many areas of study
(which would slow down our respective research programs)
rather than because of the topic of market orientation per se.

What to study Equally important, it was not exactly clear at
the time how to Bcut in^ on the topic – was this going to be a
conceptual piece, a research review/critique, or a piece based
on field work? If it was going to be field-based, it would take
up a significant amount of time, something we did not have
much of.

In the end, we weighed market interest in conjunction with
our interests and current research portfolios. We made the call
– while factoring in the views of others. At the time we felt it
was a Bhigh risk but high-reward^ research project. We had
the good fortune of having had a good start – having published
in the Journal of Marketing and the Journal of Marketing
Research – Jaworski (1988), Jaworski and MacInnis (1989),
Kohli (1985), Kohli (1989a), b), Park et al. (1986) – so, we
could gamble a bit with this new research topic. Put different-
ly, even if the market orientation research was a complete
failure, we still had sufficient momentum in other areas to be
able to get into decent shape to be considered for tenure at our
respective schools. Or, at least so we thought at the time. Still,
without MSI support – not simply funding, but also access,
support, and brand association – we likely would not have
pursued this research stream.

Lesson 1: Research choice is a function of not just topic
fit with personal interest and existing research
program - but also market interest and support for the
ideas.
Lesson 2:Develop a portfolio of research projects – one
high-risk/high-return project balanced with others that
have a lower risk/return profile.

As a result of the MSI mini-conference, identification of
customer orientation as research topic, and the centrality of the
concept to the discipline, there were a number of research
teams whowere pursing research in the area. It was not simply

2 We believe the research process is quite general, though other types of field
research may vary somewhat (e.g., some approaches may have a stronger
intertwining of data collection and crafting of findings).
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a two-team Brace^ of Narver/Slater and Kohli/Jaworski. Since
very limited work was published at the time, it was not as
though any team had a distinct advantage, access, or mo-
mentum. It seemed to be a fair – but highly competitive –
Brace.^ Think about 5–6 teams at the starting blocks at the
same time, and you get a feel for our head-set at the time. It
was not simply that we needed to have a rock-solid, air-tight
research design and set of ideas – but we needed to move
quickly. We assumed at the time that Bone winner^ would
emerge – and that winner would benefit immensely from be-
ing first to market with the research. That assumption turned
out to be incorrect – the work of multiple teams (e.g., Day
1994; Deshpandé et al. 1993 and many others) Bpromoted^
interest in the topic and gave it enormous visibility. Still, the
competitive mind-set motivated us to work harder and faster.

Lesson 3a: Competition can be a motivator and a cat-
alyst for the research area.
Lesson 3b: Competition creates an expanded mind
share for the topic in the marketplace of ideas.

One has a number of research choices early in one’s career
– focus on a new-to-world concept discovery, stay within a
well-known research area, look to integrate multiple areas and
so on. In our situation, focusing on what ultimately was
labeled Bmarket orientation^ meant that we would not be dis-
covering a new to the world concept. Rather we would focus
on a Bfuzzy concept^ that had been identified – but was not
precisely defined, understood, measured or theorized about.
This created an opportunity for us to more clearly articulate
the concept in a manner that was consistent with what we
learned in the field work, and with early ideas of its meaning
in the literature.

Lesson 4: Focus on defining and fully articulating a
concept that is gaining attention of both academics
and practitioners. Aim to be seen as the originators of
definitive work on the concept.

MSI wanted to fund research on the nature of the concept
itself. What was the meaning of the concept? What is the right
scope, boundary, and definition? Researchers did have the
option of expanding the focus to look at antecedents and con-
sequences – but MSI was fundamentally concerned with the
concept. Our approach was to focus sequentially on (a) defin-
ing the scope of the concept and (b) then lookingmore broadly
to construct a conceptual model with drivers and conse-
quences. Importantly, we knew we needed to get the Bconcept
right^ – and then the conceptual framework would follow.

Early on, we knew needed to both (a) look for a red thread
that tied the entire concept together and (b) put boundaries on
the concept. From a red-thread perspective, we quickly

realized we could not view the concept as encompassing no-
tions such as customer needs, organizational dynamics, profit,
and other factors that were thought to be part of the
Bmarketing concept^ at the time. To us, this list looked like
a bunch of loosely related ideas – with no common theme.
Second, as the research proceeded, it seemed to make more
sense to look at Bmarkets^ not just customers, and to articulate
the full set of relevant actors and stakeholders in a market. Our
Bsolution^ was simply to focus on the flow of market intelli-
gence – its development, sharing, and use within the firm. We
proposed that market intelligence referred to customers’ cur-
rent and future needs and forces that influence them. In hind-
sight, wewonder if this was the best choice or whether we should
have narrowed down the stakeholders to the two generally more
dominant ones – customers and competitors. While the broader
approachwe took is technically correct and useful in practice, we
wonder if the concept might have gained greater depth in subse-
quent research had it been more circumscribed.

More generally, there appear to be at least three criteria that
are helpful in deciding on the breadth of a construct. First, the
concept should be parsimonious. That is, all else equal, the
concept can be articulated using one or a few (versus, say,
five) components. Second, in case of multi-component con-
cepts there should be a common theme or a red thread (e.g.,
Bintelligence^ in our definition ofmarket orientation) that runs
through the components. The 1980s definition of the market-
ing concept included three components: Bprofit,^ Binter-func-
tional coordination,^ and Bcustomer focus.^ In our view –
these three components do not have a red thread that pulls
them together into a concept. Relatedly, the components
should all work in unison, i.e., relate to other constructs in a
similar way (direction, functional form). Third, the concept
should have Bgood enough^ explanatory power for other var-
iables of interest. A simple litmus test in our case was whether
our concept of market orientation will likely Bexplain^ vari-
ance in business performance. If not, it would be time to go
back to the drawing board.

Lesson 5: Get the core concept right first. The anteced-
ents, moderators, and consequences follow if the core
concept is airtight.
Lesson 6: When delineating concepts be broad to cap-
ture richness but not so broad that it includes too much.

With whom to do the research

One of the most important decisions a researcher can make is
the choice of a co-author. In some cases, the co-authorship is
somewhat predetermined by choice of dissertation chair or
other relationships. In our case, we entered graduate school
the same year and graduated the same summer. We took a
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lion’s share of courses together and spent social time together.
So, we were very good friends – with a common interest in
practitioner issues related to marketing strategy.

Given our common background and interests, it per-
haps was not surprising that we decided to co-author
some research after we graduated and took up our first
jobs at two different universities hundreds of miles
away. However, to be clear, the friendship, work ethic,
and complementarity of skills were important – but
probably not the most important factors. Instead, we
would point to four other conditions – similar commit-
ment levels to this particular project, similar values,
alignment on meta-goal, and fun.

The literature on strategic alliances points to a few
key variables that shape the success of alliances. One of
these variables is related the alignment with respect to
the commitment to the relationship. Some firms enter
into a relationship thinking it is short-term while their
partners may think it is a long-term strategic partner-
ship. In this case, problems are likely to emerge since
they have different levels of commitment to the partner-
ship. We both were deeply committed to this project.
While we had other projects ongoing, we both took this
project very seriously. We were in touch over the phone
almost daily – throughout the entire research cycle. This
included both weekdays and weekends.

Second, we had very similar values. A dominant one relat-
ed to finding the best solution to various issues that often arise
during the research process. There was not a political under-
current, power structure, or Btop dog^ mentality. All we
wanted was to get every part of the research Bright.^ While
we were respectful of each other’s views, we debated solu-
tions endlessly. We looked at the issues from many different
vantage points – often recycling earlier debates. In a sense, we
both owned the project – and made joint decisions throughout
the research process.

Third, we had the same meta-goal. Namely to publish the
work in either JM or JMR.We had a vision for the paper – and
the paper needed to be published in a top outlet – for us to
have a significant impact on the field. We never discussed
another option – we simply were on the same page from
beginning.

Finally, we wanted to have fun. There were days where
we would be on the phone for hours – and never talk
about the research. Today this still happens – we check
in on families, other projects, challenging issues at work,
and other topics. We truly enjoy each other’s company –
and we always look forward to getting together at confer-
ences or other venues. In retrospect, this may have been
correlated a bit with life and career stages. We worked our
way up the profession at a similar pace – while having
kids and families- along the way. In contrast, many co-
authorships are mentor-mentee relationships, especially in

the post-dissertation career lifecycle stage (in which we
developed this work).

Lesson 7: Co-authorship is more likely to work if the
team is aligned on level of commitment, values, and
meta-goal alignment.
Lesson 8: Have fun. It’s not just about the work – enjoy
the friendship and camaraderie.

We should add here that scholars tend to focus on the im-
portance of co-authors having complementary skills, such that
the combined strength of the author team is greater than that of
any of the co-authors. While complementarity is helpful, we
would like to highlight the importance of similarity of co-
author skills. In our case, while each of us had a sharply
developed Bfeel^ for some aspects of research (e.g., a vision
of what a Bsellable^ paper would look like, an eye for spotting
logical inconsistencies), both had the skill-sets to do the re-
search independently. This proved to be invaluable in each
stimulating the thinking of the other, and writing up the paper,
and thus leading to a better end-product than might have been
possible otherwise. We elaborate on this in the next section,
but note here that selecting co-authors with some level of
similarity in skills is valuable.

Lesson 9: It is useful to select co-authors who have a core
set of similar skills in addition to complementary skills.

Doing the research

Both of us had taken a large number of courses and seminars
together as we were going through our doctoral program.
Perhaps because of this, we thought about theories and field-
based, discovery-oriented research in similar ways. This sim-
ilarity of skills and thinking styles stood us in good stead as we
developed our research on market orientation.

As we started conducting the field interviews, we would
discuss with each other at length what we were learning from
the interviews and how these related to the extant literature.
These discussions were frequent, and would happen on a reg-
ular basis, and sometimes impromptu if one learned some-
thing exciting or came up with a neat idea. These discussions
were useful not only for making sure that we both were Bon
the same page^ as our thinking evolved, but also for shaping
the nature of subsequent explorations with interviewees. In
course of these discussions, the insights and intuition of one
stimulated the other’s thinking. We would actively challenge
each other but always aim to reach resolution and closure after
each discussion. This was enormously stimulating, and at the
same time very constructive. Importantly, this was possible
because each of us could contribute substantively to the
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conceptual development, and do so in an efficient way be-
cause of the similarity in skills and thinking styles.

In contrast, some argue that divergent thinking styles
stretch thinking, and thus lead to bigger breakthroughs. This
may be true, but we suspect such a process has the potential
for co-authors to start talking past each other instead of
connecting with each other and stimulating the other’s think-
ing. In any case, our experience suggests that similarity of
skills and thinking styles helps when co-authors challenge
each other, not to beat down one or another perspective, but
rather to improve the joint work-product.

Lesson 10: Similarity of skills and thinking styles helps
co-authors if they challenge each other with the aim of
reaching closure in a constructive way.

We now turn to some specifics of the discovery-oriented
research process in which we were engaged, and the lessons
we culled from our experience. We wanted to define the mar-
ket orientation concept in a more precise and actionable way.
We therefore asked interviewees what the termmeant to them.
This is not to say we had no idea of what the concept meant;
we did have a fuzzy idea. And we felt it would be better to
think of it in terms of a firm’s activities rather than its beliefs/
philosophy because the former are more closely related to firm
performance, and also lend themselves to more accurate mea-
surement using Likert type scales. However, we suspended
our pre-conceptions about the concept as much as we could,
and listened to what the interviewees were sayingwith as open
minds as possible. This was not easy to do!

Furthermore, we did not stop there. We would dig deeper
with questions like Btell me more about how you do this,^
Bwho in a firm should be doing this and how often,^ Bwhat
comes in the way of doing this,^ and so on. Following this the
two of us would get together over the phone to share what we
were hearing and how they might refine our fuzzy notions, or
revise them, or be incorporated into them. The main point is
that details matter—they enabled us to develop a richer, more
meaningful construct, and subsequently, insights on how other
constructs might influence it.

As the interviews and our ideas evolved, we would cycle
back periodically to what we had heard from earlier inter-
viewees to make sure the most recent working definition of
the construct was consistent with their input. If it wasn’t, we
would revise it to make it consistent.

Lesson 11: Listening to interviewees is hard work.
Suspending one’s current views/thinking when listening
to interviewees is even harder. But it is critical to sus-
pend pre-conceptions, and listen with as blank a mind
as possible in order to Bcapture^ interviewee data.
Lesson 12: Push interviewees to provide specific exam-
ples, and granular information. This helps develop

richer and more meaningful abstractions (concepts
and relationships).
Lesson 13: Relate each insight to earlier data and the
Bworking^ conceptualization reached previously. Revise
the conceptualization as needed to ensure consistency.

We often asked Bflipped questions^ to gain a better under-
standing of the market orientation concept and its antecedents.
That is, we asked what is not market oriented, what does a
business that is not market-oriented do, what differences in
firms explain why some are market-oriented and others are
not? We pushed engaged interviewees to answer sequences of
Bwhy^ questions until it eventually led to an interesting idea (or
a dead end). Consider the following example: When asked
Bwhat does a firm that is not market-oriented do?^ one partic-
ularly engaged interviewee said that such a business does the
Bsame old, same old^ regardless of what is happening in its
market. Asked to explain why a firmmight do this, he indicated
it is a lack of willingness to do something different. Pushed to
explain why that might happen, he said it is all about top man-
agement. Asked to elaborate how so, he said top management
has to be willing to do new things, not avoid them, because
employees lower in the hierarchy take their cues from top man-
agers. Pushed further, he said top management may not want to
take the risk of a new initiative failing. Eventually, this led to the
identification of top management risk aversion as one of the
(inverse) drivers of market orientation.

Lesson 14: Ask Bflipped questions^ and push a line of
inquiry, and follow-on Bwhy questions^ till they lead to
an insight (or a dead end).

We found that the first 15–20 interviews led to the de-
velopment of most of the ideas in our paper. The ideas
emanating from the rest of the interviews overlapped huge-
ly with what we had heard already. We formulated our core
ideas after the initial 10 odd interviews, and used some of
the subsequent ones to dig deeper into them. For example,
we would say to an interviewee, BI heard xyz from an
earlier interviewee, what do you think?^ This approach
would either corroborate the idea or provide a more nu-
anced view of it, or lead off to new directions. While we
initiated each interview as a dialog designed to help us
discover ideas, there was quite a bit of heterogeneity in
how things panned out. Some interviews were like
Bmagic^—we heard exciting stories, insights, and lots of
Byeahs!^ and Bahas!^ Other interviews were more mun-
dane. We suspect that is just the nature of the beast.

We often hear scholars complaining about the small sam-
ples used in qualitative field studies. This concern seems
misplaced. If the goal is for authors to use field-data for gen-
erating new insights, what matters is the quality and number of
insights generated, not the number of interviews conducted.

8 AMS Rev (2017) 7:4–12



Lesson 15: It is not about the number of interviews. It is
about generating useful and interesting insights. And it
is about reflecting on each interview in the context of
earlier interviews, and following up on emerging ques-
tions in subsequent interviews.

As we delved into the field-work and asked about market
orientation and its antecedents and consequences, we would
often get back a Bboatload^ of relevant but unstructured infor-
mation and detail. This made us wonder whether we were lis-
tening to a description of what it means to be market oriented,
or what leads to a market orientation or its consequences. Only
after we developed a reasonably acceptable tentative definition
of the concept as market information collection, interpretation,
dissemination and responsiveness (this tentative definition was
subsequently revised, as discussed later), were we able to cate-
gorize individual interviewee descriptions more cleanly as be-
longing to the construct, its antecedents or its consequences.
Moreover, once we had a reasonable Bgrip^ on the definition
of the construct, it led us to identify new ideas about potential
antecedents (e.g., connectedness, risk aversion).

Lesson 16: Developing a conceptual model is an un-
structured, and layered/sequential process. As concept
meanings become clearer, a conceptual structure begins
to emerge, and leads to lines of inquiry that enrich it. It
pays to be open to discovery at every stage of the re-
search process, not just the early stages.

In the course of conducting the field interviews, reflecting
on them, and generating ideas on our own, we literally came
up with scores of ideas. We discarded many of them for one or
another reason—not interesting enough, not actionable
enough. While some ideas morphed into others, we did not
hesitate to Bdump^ certain ideas altogether. Neither of us suf-
fered from the curse of Bpride of ownership^. Ultimately, the
best ideas survived, and made it to the paper. This is important
because we have experienced occasions when a co-author
becomes Battached^ to an idea s/he generated, and tries hard
to get others to bend over backwards to adjust other parts of
the paper to accommodate his/her idea. This ends up produc-
ing a tortured paper that lacks a clean storyline.

Lesson 17: Do not hesitate to abandon ideas through-
out the research process, no matter how much the pride
of ownership.

Both of us were assistant professors working to make ten-
ure. So it was important to get closure on the research, get the
paper published and have it considered during our tenure re-
view. But we did not let this desire for closure come in the way
of rushing the project. To the contrary, we would let an idea
fester and bother us till we were finally able to resolve it to our

complete satisfaction. We found festering stimulated creativi-
ty, and our aim was to produce the best possible work-product
we were capable of at the time. We think we were amply
rewarded for avoiding premature closure—one of our tenure
and promotion external letter writers pointed to this article as
far back as 1990 as a Bhome run.^

Lesson 18: Let an idea fester; do not rush to gain
closure.

We found that interviewees sometimes said things that did
not make sense to us. Their narratives did not even seem to be
speaking to the questions we had asked of them. Only later we
better appreciated what they were trying to communicate to
us. However, when we pushed interviewees to give us an
example of what they were talking about, it became clear to
us that the narrative was pertinent, just that the words they
were using were foreign to us and/or the narrative was speak-
ing to the phenomenon in their particular context, and needed
to be abstracted away from the context so that we could un-
derstand their key points. We learned from our experiences
that it is best not to pass on narratives that seem rather distant
from what we may be expecting; rather it is best to push and
probe for examples and/or contextual information before
deciding one way or another.

Lesson 19:When you hear an Boff the wall^ response, it
just may lead to a good insight. Push for examples and/
or contextual information to make sense of it from the
interviewee’s point of view. Then Btranslate^ using ap-
propriate level of abstraction and your working
language.

As we began to get a grip on the meaning of the core
construct of market orientation, we thought a lot about defin-
ing it in a memorable way. Based on what we were hearing
from executives and our own thinking, we tentatively defined
market orientation as market information collection, interpre-
tation, dissemination and responsiveness. We fretted that de-
fining the construct in terms of four components would be less
memorable than if it had three or fewer components. We tried
out many possibilities that would continue to have fidelity
with the field data but would be more memorable. We even-
tually settled on three components and not fewer so as to
capture the richness of the construct; simultaneously, we had
to change Binformation collection and interpretation^ to
Bintelligence generation^ resulting in the definition of market
orientation as Bmarket intelligence generation, dissemination
and responsiveness.^

We also identified several antecedents of market orienta-
tion. In order to put some structure on these variables, we
categorized them into three levels – top management, inter-
functional and organization-wide variables. We believe
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scholars in the field don’t remember these antecedent vari-
ables as much as they do the construct definition, its effect
on performance, and moderators of this effect. Even today, we
are not quite sure what we could have done better in this
regard. Perhaps we could have categorized them by the pro-
cess (mechanism) by which they influence market orientation.
For example, if we could have identified two core processes or
mechanisms by which these antecedent variables influence
market orientation, this aspect of the work may have been
more memorable.

More generally, we believe developing a categorization
scheme should consider at least two criteria. First, each cate-
gory of variables should have a unifying theme that looks like
it has a reasonable amount of explanatory power. Importantly,
this does not mean that a category of the antecedents needs to
be part of some well-established theory that has been sup-
ported over time. Indeed, that would be an easy, lazy way
to solve the problem. Rather, the set of variables in a
category should Bhang together^ in a clear way to explain
the dependent (or mediating) variables of interest. Second,
and relatedly, the categories of antecedent variables should
be mutually exclusive. This may not always work out, but
that should be the aim.

Lesson 20: Developing new concepts and propositions
is just half the story; it is necessary to do this in a way
that is memorable.

Crafting the findings

A decision every author team faces concerns partitioning ver-
sus duplication—that is, how much of the work should be
partitioned across the authors and then assembled together,
and how much should be done by all authors. The logic for
partitioning is that it leverages individual authors’ special
skills, and is more efficient (takes less time). On the other
hand, the argument for duplication is that each aspect of the
research is viewed and done with the benefit of input from all
authors and hence likely to be of better quality.

We ended up using a combination strategy, and think it
stood us in good stead. Each of us first would independently
sketch out the main points that should be covered in a section
(e.g., Introduction, Literature Review). Next we would share
our respective plans with each other. Following that we would
jointly pick the best ideas of each plan, and jointly lay out in
great detail the main points to be included in the section. This
helped us leverage the best ideas each of us came up with
independently, uninfluenced by the other’s thinking. Next
one of us would take the lead in writing it up. Following that,
the other would take a pass at revising the first draft of the
section. Thus, we ended up using duplication followed by

partitioning, followed by reverse partitioning, and so on, until
we were both satisfied with the output. We believe it is more
useful to adopt this approach for conceptual papers as com-
pared to empirical papers in which the content is far less mal-
leable/fluid. Because of the malleability of conceptual papers,
it is useful to jointly Bfix^ the content of each section of a
paper before beginning to write it out.

Lesson 21: When writing conceptual papers, start with
Bduplication^—independent ideation by each author,
followed by joint determination of paper content—and
follow-up with Bpartitioning^ and then Breverse
partitioning^ and so on.

Scholars often complain that their conceptual insights are
downplayed by reviewers as something they Balready knew^
especially if they make sense and conform to their experi-
ences. That is, once revealed, reviewers judge insights as not
very novel. We were sensitive to this. The tack we took to
address this concern in our original submission was to write
up a Literature Review section summarizing what the litera-
ture had to say, and then added a new section on our insights
based on the field. This made reading the paper cumbersome.
We knew that presenting an integrated view of market orien-
tation and its antecedents and consequences would make for
an easier read. Despite this, we opted for the Btwo sections^
approach, hoping that reviewers would then see the novel
contribution of the field work, and possibly even ask us to
simplify the presentation in an integrated framework. (If they
did not do so in the first round, we resolved to present an
integrated approach of our own accord in the next round of
review.) As it turned out, one of the reviewers pointed out the
Bclumsiness^ of the Btwo sections^ presentation, and asked us
to integrate, which is what we gladly did in the revision.

Lesson 22: In the initial submission, find a way to dem-
onstrate what is new in your paper even if it makes the
paper a bit unwieldy.

Looking to the future: field-based future research
on market orientation

So, what’s next? What specific areas of research may prove to
be most beneficial – aiding both practice and theory develop-
ment? Since our focus in this article has been field research,
we identified five specific topics that we believe can be inves-
tigated from a field-based perspective. This is not to say there
aren’t other approaches – but the field-based perspective in-
creases the Binput^ from firms – thereby increasing the prob-
ability of novel insights.
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Our first suggestion is related to the development of a ty-
pology ofmarket orientation.We have seen various typologies
emerge in strategy (e.g., low cost, niche, differentiated) and in
leadership (e.g, authentic leaders, servant leaders) – but have
not see the emergence of different types of market orientation.
It could be argued that the Kohli/Jaworski approach is too
abstract and broad. The framework does not work the same
way operationally for all types of businesses. For example,
there are short cycle businesses – here customer preferences
change quickly, and products/services delivered need to
change equally quickly (e.g., fashion, software). This means
the intelligence generation, dissemination and responsiveness
needs to be much more frequent and faster. On the other hand,
there are long cycle businesses (e.g., defense industry, air-
planes). Here the three stages of information processing are
less frequent and slower. So basically, businesses have differ-
ent rhythms. Thus, there is an opportunity to develop a typol-
ogy of 3–4 prototypes of market-focused businesses, each
with some implications for how they can/should be managed.
Indeed, a really interesting issue may be the challenge of man-
agingmultiple businesses with very different rhythms within a
single corporation.

Second, we are a bit surprised that no research has investi-
gated whether market-oriented firms outperform customer-
oriented firms. A central thesis of our approach is that the
customer-focused approach is too narrow – focused on only
one external stakeholder. Certainly the customer is an impor-
tant stakeholder – but competitors, new technologies, and reg-
ulatory change must also be monitored and Bmanaged.^ It
appears likely that under some contingencies a customer-
oriented approach may be adequate, whereas in other circum-
stances a market-oriented approach may be better suited for
business performance. Once again, field work might provide
insights into the nature of contingencies that strengthen the
effects of one or the other approach on business performance,
and shed light on why this occurs. We recognize that ultimate-
ly a quantitative approach is best suited for this analysis (e.g. a
comparison of a large sample of customer-oriented firms to a
large sample of market-oriented firms). However, it may be a
worthwhile first step to understand the situations where the
customer-oriented (or market-oriented) approach is best suited
or would benefit from in-depth discussions with thoughtful
executives or CMO’s who have experience with a wide vari-
ety of product-markets.

Third, the idea of shaping, molding, and managing the
evolution of markets has been around for some time, but has
not taken off in terms of systematic inquiry. This is very sur-
prising since our casual observation is that a firm that sets the
rules in an industry – often leads the industry. And others end
up following the firm, playing by its rules to their detriment.
This would seem like an ideal scenario for the industry leader.
It would be very interesting to conduct depth interviews with-
in leader and follower firms in, say, 10 carefully-selected

diverse industries – to better understand what leaders do to
shape their industries (e.g., shape the evolution of customer
preferences for products, services, solutions, go-to-market ap-
proaches, competitive landscape, regulations, and so on), and
document differences in behaviors of leaders and followers
across industries. Relatedly, it would be of great interest to
document why some firms succeed in shaping markets where-
as others fail to do so despite strong efforts. The antecedents
are likely to be related to firm characteristics as well as those
of the customer and competitive landscapes.

Fourth, there have been interesting anthropological inves-
tigations of the evolution of market orientation within firms.
These have shed light on the change process for becoming
more market- and customer-oriented (e.g., Gebhardt et al.
2006; Kennedy et al. 2003). We recently have been in conver-
sations with Becton-Dickinson concerning their 5–7 year jour-
ney to become more customer/market driven. What is most
interesting in the journey is the need to Breconfigure^ the
roadmap for change – based upon the journey stage itself.
Thus, the firm periodically asks itself Bwhat new levers do I
need to change – at this point in time,^ Bcan I ever declare
victory?^. It would be useful to conduct field-based research
to better understand the evolution of a business’s needs at
different stages of its evolution, and the corresponding actions
that need to be taken.

Finally, like all concepts – there likely is a Bdark side^ of
market orientation. It is unlikely that there are only Bupsides^
to being market-oriented. For example, it requires a deep in-
vestment in acquiring new knowledge, sharing the knowledge
and using it. That means that the process (a) takes time, (b)
involves many product/service divisions, and (c) impacts
product development and innovation more generally. Who
are the internal winners and losers? What are the total costs
associated with a transformation? An examination of these
issues is likely to reveal a more complete picture of the nature
of market orientation and its consequences.

Conclusion

In closing, we would like to thank the Editor, Manjit Yadav,
for the opportunity to reflect on our work and share our expe-
rience with the broader community. We had a blast working
on the initial market orientation paper, and learnt much from
the experience. This style of work looks easy when one reads
the finished product. In reality it is extremely challenging, but
immensely thrilling and fulfilling. We hope the lessons we
have culled from our experience are helpful to scholars plan-
ning to use field data for developing new insights, constructs
and theoretical propositions. If even a small set of these les-
sons proves to be helpful, we will consider this piece to have
accomplished its purpose.
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