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THEORY/CONCEPTUAL

Knowledge needs of firms: the know-x framework 
for marketing strategy

Abstract In today’s knowledge-intensive economy, the ac­
quisition, development, and management of knowledge are 
fundamental to the survival and growth of firms. 
Consequently, organizational knowledge has emerged as 
a potential source of competitive advantage for firms. 
Specific to the marketing context, research has long since 
recognized the role of knowledge in effective marketing. 
Therefore, through a systematic review of organizational 
knowledge research and the knowledge business environ­
ment, this paper (1) identifies different types of organiza­
tional knowledge required by firms and develops the 
know-x framework, (2) discusses exemplars of different 
types of marketing knowledge products that firms might 
require, (3) identifies and discusses critical issues and 
concerns with reference to each of the marketing knowl­
edge types, and (4) discusses the implications of knowl­
edge types (know-x framework) for marketing strategy in 
general and market orientation strategy in particular. The 
paper concludes with a discussion of contributions and 
directions for future research.

Keywords Organizational knowledge . Types of knowledge . 
Know-x framework . Knowledge needs of firms . Marketing 
strategy . Market orientation

Introduction

Firms’ growing emphasis on knowledge instead of capital and 
labor coupled with the regenerative aspects of knowledge 
have contributed to the economy becoming more and more 
knowledge intensive (Glazer 1991). This implies that the 
acquisition, development, and management of knowledge 
for competitive advantages are fundamental to the survival 
and growth of firms. Given that knowledge is heterogeneously 
distributed in any competitive environment, some firms may 
be in a position to capitalize on unique knowledge for finan­
cial benefit (Hayek 1945; Hunt 2000). Consequently, knowl­
edge is a source of competitive advantage in both business- 
oriented and consumer-oriented industries (Erickson and 
Rotheberg 2009). Accordingly, the timely development and/ 
or acquisition and use of knowledge products could prove 
crucial for firms to achieve efficiency and/or effectiveness 
advantages in the marketplace.

Therefore, learning organizations continuously look for 
external knowledge to fill their gaps so as to remain nimble 
and competitive. Successful organizations are generally those 
that, through their development, acquisition, and management 
of knowledge, adapt to changes in the environment, so that 
they are able to capitalize on opportunities or defend against 
competitive threats, both realized and anticipated. In fact, 
research suggests that knowledge can (1) help sustain com­
petitive advantages (Bauer and Griffiths 1988; Olavarrieta and 
Friedmann 2008), (2) enhance the quality of innovative 
products (Forrester 2000), (3) positively influence innova­
tion (Chen and Jing-Wen 2009; Hall and Andriani 2003; 
Schulze and Hoegl 2008; Wu and Shanley 2009), (4) 
mediate the relationship between new venture strategy 
and firm performance (Tsai and Li 2007), and (5) help 
firms develop dynamic capabilities (Cepeda and Dusya 
2007). It is this domain of knowledge for competitive 
advantages that the current research addresses.



As such, various knowledge-based marketing and business 
strategies have been the focus of researchers for a long time. 
Research streams in organizational learning (e.g., Hart et al. 
2004; Huber 1991; Sinkula 1994), learning orientation (e.g., 
Baker and Sinkula 1999), market orientation (e.g., Kohli and 
Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990; Olavarrieta and 
Friedmann 2008), and absorptive capacity (e.g., Cohen and 
Levinthal 1990) focus on an organization’s ability to acquire 
knowledge and to leverage that knowledge to gain competi­
tive advantages. Given that knowledge is a major factor driv­
ing business-level capabilities, Ghingold and Jhonson (1997), 
Von Krogh and Roos (1995), and Gupta et al. (2009) argue 
that competence development and competitive advantage are 
closely related, emphasizing that knowledge is the underlying 
basis for forming competences. With the realization that 
knowledge is a fundamental source of competitive advantage, 
firms started investing more into securing knowledge that 
makes them, through competence development, more effi­
cient and/or effective in the marketplace.

Specific to the marketing context, research has long since 
recognized the role of knowledge in effective marketing. In 
fact, even the earliest works (e.g., Shaw 1912; Weld 1916) in 
marketing emphasize the criticality of knowledge for 
marketing and call for the study of marketing to develop 
specialized knowledge. While Weld (1916) focuses on mar­
keting process knowledge and calls for authenticity in the 
study of marketing, Shaw (1912) addresses the issues of 
knowledge of human nature and the psychology of 
individual consumers. In essence, noting the importance of 
different kinds of knowledge in marketing, Shaw (1912) and 
Weld (1916) sowed the seeds for the pursuit of market knowl­
edge and marketing knowledge for effective marketing. Over 
the next century, several researchers explored issues related to 
the knowledge needed for marketing, and during the latter 
part, several noteworthy research contributions (e.g., Glazer 
1991; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Menon and Varadarajan 
1992; Narver and Slater 1990) addressed the issues of market 
knowledge and marketing knowledge. Specifically, address­
ing the notion of knowledge as a source of competitive ad­
vantage in marketing, these researchers laid the foundations 
for how firms can go from market knowledge to marketing 
knowledge (Madhavaram 2014).

However, many questions still need to be addressed: What 
are the different types of knowledge required by firms? What 
are the different types of marketing knowledge products that 
are currently available? What are the critical issues that con­
cern firms with reference to the different types of marketing 
knowledge products? What are the implications of knowledge 
needs of firms and related issues for marketing strategy? This 
paper attempts to answer these questions through a systematic 
review of organizational knowledge research and the knowl­
edge business environment. The remainder of the paper is 
organized as follows. First, going back more than six decades, 

we systematically review and summarize extant literature to 
identify specific types of knowledge required by organizations 
and develop the know-x framework. Second, we scan the 
business environment to identify exemplar marketing knowl­
edge products that firms might need. Third, we identify spe­
cific issues and concerns of firms with reference to each 
knowledge type. Fourth, we discuss the implications of firms’ 
knowledge needs and corresponding issues and concerns for 
marketing strategy in general and market orientation strategy 
in particular. Finally, we conclude with a discussion of the 
contributions of our research and future research directions.

Types of organizational knowledge

The sheer number of articles that have taken different view­
points in their attempts to conceptualize the knowledge con­
struct gives ample evidence that knowledge is an ambiguous 
concept. This necessitates research that can clarify the concept 
of knowledge, critically integrate the different perspectives, 
and facilitate the acquisition, development, management, and 
use of knowledge by firms. In fact, researchers from disci­
plines such as economics (e.g., Cohendet 2001; Fransman 
1994) and corporate strategy (e.g., Baden-Fuller and Pitt 
1996; Grant 1996; Nelson and Winter 1982) began to view a 
firm as a knowledge processor and as a body of knowledge, 
respectively. According to these perspectives, the firm is es­
sentially used as a locus of creation, selection, usage, and 
management of knowledge. This has brought out the need to 
clarify the concept of knowledge and explore different types 
of knowledge that firms need.

Over a period of more than six decades, considerable 
amount of attention has been paid to different types of knowl­
edge (Garud 1997; Hackley 1999; Inkpen and Dinur 1998; 
James 1950; Kogut and Zander 1992; Nelson and Winter 
1982; NiCholls-Nixon 1997; Nonaka 1991, 1994; Polanyi 
1962, 1966; Sanchez 1997, 2001; Sinkula 1994; Spender 
1996). James (1950) suggests that human knowledge is pri­
marily of two types: “knowledge of acquaintance” and 
“knowledge about.” According to this conceptualization, ex­
perience provides immediate knowledge of acquaintance, 
while knowledge about is the result of the systematic thought 
that eliminates the subjective and contextual contingencies of 
experience and extracts the principles that lie behind the 
knowledge of acquaintance. On the foundations of James’s 
(1950) work, Polanyi’s writings (1962, 1966) distinguish be­
tween objective and tacit knowledge.

Polanyi (1962, 1966) suggests that an individual’s knowl­
edge may be impossible to convey linguistically as individuals 
may not be aware of their knowledge, nor possess an appro­
priate repertoire of words to express it (Gedo 1990). The 
objective knowledge that Polanyi (1962) refers to is the case 
of a subject (person or group) whose knowledge about a “true 



reality,” unbiased by personal interpretations, can be trans­
ferred to others through written text or speech (McCarthy 
1981). On the other hand, Spender (1996) suggests that tacit 
knowledge could best be understood as knowledge that 
has not yet been abstracted from practice. Tacit knowledge 
can be considered to be highly context specific and has a 
personal quality, which makes it difficult to formalize and 
communicate (Nonaka 1994). Explicit or objective knowl­
edge can be codified or articulated and hence becomes 
transmittable in formal, systematic language and includes 
explicit facts, axiomatic propositions, and symbols (Kogut 
and Zander 1992).

Nonaka (1990) proposes a further, four-way classification 
of organizational knowledge: tacit and individual, tacit and 
collective, explicit and individual, and explicit and collective. 
Using slightly different terminology, Badaracco (1991) refers 
to tacit knowledge as existing in individuals and social groups 
as embedded knowledge. In the marketing literature, 
Madhavan and Grover (1998) borrow the term “embedded 
knowledge” from Badaracco (1991) but refer to it as potential 
knowledge resulting from the combination of the individual 
team members’ stores of tacit knowledge. Indeed, for 
Crossan et al. (1999, p. 529), knowledge is “embedded 
in the systems, structures, strategy, routines, prescribed 
practices of the organization, and in investments in infor­
mation systems and infrastructure.”

That is, as Polanyi’s (1966) work notes, we can know more 
than we can tell. In fact, John et al. (1999, p. 79) note that 
“even today, violin makers are unable to replicate the 
Stradivarius violins made by a half-blind, virtually illiterate 
Italian craftsman more than 100 years ago.” On a similar note, 
for Grant (1996, p. 379), “observation of any work team, 
whether it is a surgical team in a hospital operating room or 
a team of mechanics at a grand prix motor race, reveals 
closely-coordinated working arrangements where each team 
member applies his or her specialist knowledge, but where 
patterns of interaction appear automatic. The coordination 
relies heavily upon informal procedures in the form of 
commonly-understood roles and interactions established 
through training and repetition, supported by series of explicit 
and implicit signals.” Accordingly, knowledge can be embed­
ded in processes and organizational culture.

Though tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge both exist 
within the organization, are they mutually exclusive and col­
lectively exhaustive types of knowledge? Can we organize 
and clearly divide all our organizational knowledge into tacit 
versus explicit types? Inkpen and Dinur (1998) argue that 
although the distinction between tacit and explicit is impor­
tant, it does not allow for considering any gray areas between 
completely tacit knowledge and completely explicit knowl­
edge. Therefore, knowledge types must be classified on a 
continuum that ranges from completely tacit knowledge to 
completely explicit knowledge (e.g., Hall and Andriani 2003).

Better yet, we propose that it is more valuable to treat tacit and 
explicit on a component basis.

All types of knowledge, both at the individual and organi­
zational level, could have both tacit and explicit components 
to them. Also, it is possible for knowledge to have only 
explicit and only tacit components, to become completely 
explicit knowledge and completely tacit knowledge respec­
tively. Furthermore, organizations will have to be highly dis­
crete toward knowledge that is completely explicit or 
completely tacit, as there could be problems of imitability 
for competitive advantage in case of completely explicit 
knowledge and problems of communicability for internal 
knowledge transfer in the case of completely tacit knowledge. 
Hence, an organization should be careful about knowledge 
conversions and realize the importance of retaining tacitness 
of knowledge or explicitness of knowledge in a way that is 
consistent with its overall strategy.

While one group of researchers has looked at knowledge in 
terms of tacit versus explicit, another group of researchers has 
looked at the typology of knowledge with a different perspec­
tive (Garud 1997; NiCholls-Nixon 1997; Sanchez 1997, 
2001; Sinkula 1994; Whitehill 1997). Sinkula (1994) is one 
of the first researchers to work on different types of knowl­
edge in the market knowledge context with particular refer­
ence to market research information. In the late 1990s, a 
number of researchers (Garud 1997; NiCholls-Nixon 1997; 
Sanchez 1997; Whitehill 1997) simultaneously worked on 
addressing different types of knowledge. In a significant con­
tribution, Garud (1997) distinguishes among know-how, 
know-why, and know-what, and indicates that they can result 
from “learning-by-doing,” “learning-by-studying,” and 
“learning-by-using” respectively. He also discusses know- 
who, which is subsumed in know-what. Once created, such 
knowledge may reside in different storage bins such as indi­
viduals, organizational routines, manufacturing processes, re­
lationship nexus (connections idiosyncratic to specific rela­
tionships), and codified documents (Garud 1997).

Furthering Garud’s (1997) research, NiCholls-Nixon 
(1997) introduces know-where and know-when, which are 
usually generated by the corresponding processes of 
“learning-by-networking” and “learning-by-forgetting.” 
Concurrently, Sanchez (1 997) introduce d know-how, 
know-why, and know-what into the competence-based lit­
erature. Sanchez (2001) discusses these three different 
types of knowledge with reference to the learning cycles 
of a competent organization. Whitehill (1997) adds one 
more type of knowledge to the combined set of knowl­
edge types that resulted from the works of Garud (1997) and 
NiCholls-Nixon (1997), care-why. This has been discussed as 
a higher level of knowledge that provides competitive advan­
tage through the organization’s shared culture. However, care- 
why knowledge can be considered a specific form of and can 
be subsumed under know-why.



Table 1 summarizes all the different types of knowledge 
and the types of learning that they often result from, along 
with several examples, and in the next section we describe 
these types more fully in the form of the know-x framework.

The know-x framework

Know-how

Know-how represents an understanding of the generative 
processes that constitute phenomena (Garud 1997). This es­
sentially refers to knowledge about how to perform a task 
consistently. This knowledge is often a result of learning-by- 
doing, which implies that it is accumulated through experi­
ence over time. Know-how results from the kind of learning 
that creates the “repeatable pattern of action” that competence­
based theory refers to as capabilities. This know-how is 
similar to what Sinkula (1994) describes as procedural 
knowledge and/or augmented knowledge. While the for­
mer corresponds to “here’s what really happens,” the latter 
corresponds to “here’s what we should do to change it.” 
Know-how developed within the organization usually becomes 
embedded in routines that organizations can perform on demand 
(Nelson and Winter 1982).

As know-how resides in organizational routines and 
individuals, some portion of it may remain tacit. In fact, 
Leonard (2005, p. 38) notes that, in the context of “deep 
smarts”—or “the contents in the heads of experts that enable 
them to make swift, wise decisions based on years of experi­
ences” —walking out the door, firms need to identify, nurture, 
retain, and transfer know-how to remain competitive. For 
example, in the context of key account management for 
business-to-business offerings, if the sales managers leave, 
firms run the risk of losing major accounts.

Know-why

Know-why represents an understanding of the principles un­
derlying phenomena (Garud 1997). As Sanchez (1997) points 
out, learning by analysis helps to develop more theoretical 
know-why, an understanding about why doing certain things 
enables a given task to be accomplished. Since know-why is 
usually stripped down to fundamental beliefs, the likelihood 
of know-why to leak out is usually inevitable. Know-why can 
easily be thought of as axiomatic knowledge and/or deutero 
knowledge that corresponds to “this is why it happens” and 
the ability of an organization to look inward, to learn, respec­
tively. Organizations that develop know-why establish an 
additional “double-loop” learning routines for changing how 
they perform their tasks (Argyris and Schon 1978). If and 
when organizations establish this form of know-why, there 
could be some tacit component.

In addition to such scientific and technological know-why, 
research has also explored questions such as why some indi­
viduals in organizations are more committed to strategic goals 
than individuals in other organizations. Whitehill (1997) con­
tends that a possible reason is “communal knowledge” that 
develops from organizational culture. Quite possibly, this 
care-why (a form of know-why) knowledge could develop 
from “learning-by-studying” organizational culture and 
“learning-by-being” an active participant in organizational 
activities that go beyond individual job descriptions. 
Moreover, knowledge shared by organizations at the levels 
of culture, beliefs, and values is powerful and difficult to 
duplicate. Whitehill (1997) subsequently proposes that this 
care-why knowledge eventually cascades down and 
influences all other types of knowledge. Anderson (2000) 
notes that it is more important for organizations to develop 
the “knower” than to develop what is known, and goes on to 
advise organizations not to over-invest in know-what, when 
care-why is what matters most.

Table 1 Different types of knowledge within an organization: the know-x framework

Types of knowledge (know-x) Definition: Knowledge of... Often, a result of 
learning by.

For example,

Know-how (Garud 1997; Sanchez 
1997, 2001)

How to perform a task consistently Doing Procedural knowledge, Augmented knowledge, 
Deutero knowledge (Sinkula 1994)

Know-why (Garud 1997; Sanchez 
1997, 2001; Whitehill 1997)

Principles underlying phenomena; why 
employees should care about their firm 
and the firm’s communal goals

Studying Being Axiomatic knowledge (Sinkula 1994);
Communal knowledge (Whitehill 1997)

Know-what (Garud 1997; NiCholls- 
Nixon 1997; Sanchez 1997, 2001;
Whitehill 1997)

Kinds of phenomena worth pursuing;
Entities such as customers, competitors, 
suppliers, and/or channel partners for 
developing new knowledge

Using Dictionary knowledge, Episodic knowledge, 
Endorsed knowledge (Sinkula 1994);
Collaboration knowledge, Encoded 
knowledge (Whitehill 1997)

Know-where (NiCholls-Nixon 1997) Where to look for supplementing existing 
knowledge base

Networking Process knowledge (Whitehill 1997)

Know-when (NiCholls-Nixon 1997) When to adopt emerging, new knowledge 
and entering new markets

Forgetting Industry foresight (Hamel and Prahalad 1994)



Know-what

Know-what is a type of knowledge that represents an appre­
ciation of the kinds of phenomena worth pursuing, and it 
usually results from “learning-by-using.” For example, with 
complex business-to-business products, customers invariably 
use them in ways different from how they were produced 
(Garud 1997). Accordingly, learning occurs through interac­
tions between customers and producers and can potentially 
result in improved products. This learning results in knowl­
edge specific to the kinds of phenomena worth pursuing. 
Firms such as GE Healthcare have encouraged customers to 
alter their products so they can be made better. The concept of 
lead-user based innovation elaborates on how firms offer 
better products by allowing their lead users to provide 
usage-based feedback during the early stages of product de­
velopment (Von Hippel 1984). This type of knowledge corre­
sponds to endorsed knowledge, episodic knowledge, and 
dictionary knowledge as proposed by Sinkula (1994). While 
dictionary knowledge and episodic knowledge are character­
ized by “what is?” and “what has been?” respectively, en­
dorsed knowledge is characterized by “this is what the orga­
nization says.” This form of know-what learning that has 
relevance to “what is the espoused way of doing things?” 
must also be shared within the organization to gather support 
for the organization to undertake new kind of activities. As 
noted by Garud (1997), know-what often resides at the nexus 
of the relationship between producers and customers and is 
not just resident at either of these nodes. Since this knowledge 
is embedded in firm-customer relationships, it is likely that 
know-what has a tacit component.

As knowledge of what customers want implies a knowl­
edge of who these customers are, Garud (1997) subsumes 
know-who under know-what. This also implies that know- 
who can be a result of “learning-by-using.” Possible parallels 
of know-who are dictionary knowledge and episodic knowl­
edge, which can be respectively characterized in questions 
such as “what is?” and “what has been?” with respect to 
descriptions of, for example, market segments. Know-who 
could be an essential part of know-where and know-when in 
order to gain comparative advantages. In short, organizations 
need knowledge such as know-who, know-where, and know- 
when to possess new know-how or to supplement existing 
know-how to address problems. Specifically, Wagner and 
Hansen (2004) note that analyzing the influence of substitute 
products, in terms of specific product attributes that a 
customer group considers, can surface previously hidden 
or latent customer needs.

Know-where

Know-where can be described as knowledge about activities 
of other firms, possibly competitors, who may serve as 

valuable alliance partners in the creation and development of 
the firm’s internal stock of know-why and know-how 
(NiCholls-Nixon 1997). It is distinct from know-how and 
know-why because it is more about learning “who is doing 
what” and less about learning principles and procedures. 
Thus, the firm develops insights and can make appropriate 
choices about where to go to supplement its knowledge base. 
Accordingly, this know-where often is a base on which alli­
ances can provide a comparative advantage. Furthermore, it is 
relevant even within the organization when cross-functional 
activities are taken into consideration. Whitehill (1997) sug­
gests that process knowledge related to cross-functional and 
alliance activities and interactions leads to competitive advan­
tages. The learning associated with development of know- 
where is facilitated through “learning-by-networking,” for 
example, from participation in research consortia, confer­
ences, trade shows, etc. (NiCholls-Nixon 1997). This kind of 
knowledge can also be internal to the firm if the firm has 
several strategic business units and/or operates in multiple 
markets. For example, for Hirunyawipapda et al. (2010), 
cross-functional integration teams involving workers with 
multiple forms of functional knowledge are critical for 
new product development. Overall, know-where involves 
learning about the universe of possible partners that could 
be used to access and/or co-develop new know-how and 
know-why, in terms of their capabilities and compatibility 
as strategic partners.

Know-when

Know-when corresponds to knowledge about the timing of 
firm actions. NiCholls-Nixon (1997) discusses know-when in 
the view of the emerging technological regime. That is, know­
ing when to adopt emerging technologies could provide firms 
with potential competitive advantages. In addition to the area 
of technological developments, know-when helps organiza­
tions make good decisions about market and competitor de­
velopments: when to (a) adopt a competing technology or new 
strategy and/or (b) enter an emerging market based on new 
technologies, new products, new marketing strategies. This 
type of knowledge is often an outcome of what Hamel and 
Prahalad (1994) term “industry foresight”: the ability to visu­
alize the direction of tomorrow’s market. NiCholls-Nixon 
(1997) argues that know-when precedes the development of 
know-what and adds that know-when involves “learning to 
forget” or abandoning the managerial frames that bind indi­
viduals to an established way of doing things. Accumulation 
of know-when is also facilitated by the formation of strate­
gic alliances as a means of opening windows on new tech­
nology and marketing strategy developments and creating 
“options” to exploit these developments (Hamilton 1986). 
Furthermore, Zhang et al. (2009) suggest how the enhanced 
use of customer, competition, and technology knowledge 



can lead to market success of new products in multinational 
firms’ subsidiaries in China.

Next, we turn our attention to identifying exemplar mar­
keting knowledge products that firms might need. It should be 
noted that the list in Table 2 is for illustrative purposes and is 
not exhaustive.

Exemplar marketing knowledge products and related 
critical issues

In the previous section, based on extant research, we outlined 
the know-x framework in the context of firms’ knowledge 
needs. Although the know-x framework is relevant to all kinds 
of organizational knowledge, we narrow our discussion to 
marketing knowledge from here on.

In today’s hypercompetitive knowledge economy, it is 
critical for firms to constantly look for gaps in their knowledge 
to acquire and/or develop new knowledge, but it is often 
impossible for firms to possess all of the required knowledge 
for their survival and growth. As can be seen in Table 2, there 
is a wide variety of knowledge products available in the 

market to assist with the specific marketing knowledge needs 
of firms. In the next sections, we discuss examples of these 
products and related critical issues for each of the knowledge 
types in the know-x framework.

Know-how

In terms of marketing know-how, expert advice, capability 
building programs, and training programs are knowledge 
products that can prove invaluable for firms. Specifically, 
firms might need know-how in terms of marketing plans, 
marketing analytics, integrated marketing communication 
strategy, and enterprise resource planning (ERP) for market­
ing. Having helped many organizations with different needs 
and in different contexts, expert consultants can have valuable 
know-how to offer. As shown in Table 1, know-how is 
often a result of learning-by-doing and therefore is reflected 
in the knowledge products that require accumulated expe­
rience over time. For example, statistical software for mar­
keting analytics and ERP know-how for marketing will 
require firms to learn-by-doing.

Along with the realization that knowledge can be a funda­
mental source of competitive advantage, firms have started 

Table 2 Types of knowledge, exemplar knowledge products, and critical issues

Knowledge type Exemplars of relevant knowledge products Critical issues

Know-how - Expert advice

- Capability building programs

- Training programs

- Manuals

- Complexity of requirements

- Customization

- Culture

- Generalizability of normative recommendations

Know-why - Books

- Articles in academic journals

- Consultation

- Research reports
- Market orientation programs

- Green marketing programs

- Validity

- Generalizability

- Applicability

- Methodologies
- Organizational culture

- Internal market orientation

Know-what - Best practices

- Knowledge repositories

- Knowledge repository technologies

- Infrastructure for knowledge sharing

- Consumer expenditures

- Consumer panels

- Sticky knowledge

- Path dependency

- Idiosyncratic learning

- Consumer black box

- Shortcomings of methods

Know-where - Knowledge of competitors

- Research consortia

- Conferences

- Trade shows

- Industry Exhibitions

- Non-exclusivity

- Causal ambiguity

- Guarded display

- Should be updated and improved as a diagnostic tool

Know-when - New technologies
- Market development reports

- Knowledge of competitor actions

- Validity
- Resource commitment



investing more resources into securing knowledge that makes 
them more efficient and/or effective in the marketplace. 
Subsequently, the complexity of firms’ requirements has gone 
up. For instance, given the differences among firms in size, 
scope, context, and structure, knowledge requirements will 
widely vary. Often, the development of knowledge products 
that firms need requires the coordinated efforts of individuals 
with specialized knowledge and skills, and knowledge prod­
ucts have emergent properties during development, i.e., un­
predictable and unexpected events and interactions often oc­
cur during development. That is, the complexity of firms’ 
requirements is often reflected in the breadth of knowledge 
and skills required to produce such knowledge products.

In addition, given the dynamic and hypercompetitive na­
ture of the economic environment, firms want knowledge 
offerings that are customized to their unique requirements. 
For example, if a firm requires a capability building program 
to become market oriented, the program requires customiza­
tion to the specific firm needs in terms of market intelligence 
generation, dissemination, and organization-wide responsive­
ness. That is, different firms need different capabilities in their 
capability building programs, as some firms need more help 
with market intelligence generation aspects while others need 
more help with dissemination and responsiveness. 
Furthermore, firms’ cultures could become critical to the 
success of capability building programs. For instance, cultur­
ally, it may be more challenging for some firms to be market 
oriented than others. Also, the know-how products available 
in the market could bring up the issue of the generalizability of 
normative recommendations for firms. For example, expert 
advice published in business journals often comes with broad, 
normative recommendations.

Know-why

As to know-why knowledge that concerns principles under­
lying phenomena, books, articles in academic journals, con­
sultation, and research reports can provide marketing man­
agers opportunities for learning-by-analysis. For example, a 
business-to-business firm exploring the adoption of customer 
lifetime value (CLV) framework could learn the principles 
underlying the CLV phenomenon through articles like 
Kumar (2006, 2008) and Kumar et al. (2008). In addition, 
products like market orientation programs, green marketing 
programs, and workplace spirituality programs could influ­
ence firms in terms of culture, values, and beliefs. For exam­
ple, firms like Aetna International, Taco Bell, Wal-Mart, 
Southwest Airlines, Xerox, and Deloitte and Touche have 
already recognized the usefulness of spirituality in the work­
place including its effect on firm practices such as customer 
service and inter-functional coordination. Specifically, 
Milliman et al. (1999) examine the spiritual-based values that 
guide organizational goals and practices, and note that

Southwest Airlines emphasizes a sense of community by 
encouraging “teamwork, serving others, and acting in the best 
interests of the company” (p. 221). As Anderson (2000) notes, 
care-why (a specific form of know-why) is a critical knowl­
edge type that could prove more important than other types of 
knowledge.

Specific to know-why products, the critical issues for firms 
include the appropriateness of methodologies used, the 
validity and generalizability of the findings, and the 
applicability to specific contexts. Sometimes the methodology 
used for a particular research report could be faulty, such as 
inappropriate, qualitative methodology with very few respon­
dents instead of an appropriate, quantitative methodology 
involving a large number of respondents. In such cases, the 
findings cannot be generalized. At other times, even when 
appropriate methodologies are used, the research instru­
ments used and how well the research was done bring 
the validity of the findings into question. In addition, even 
in cases where the findings are generalizable, when know- 
why is used by specific firms, applicability to specific 
context should be under scrutiny.

With regards to care-why (a form of know-why) knowl­
edge, for example, if a firm decides to implement a new, green 
marketing program, two issues could be highly relevant. First, 
organizational culture provides a foundation for such care- 
why knowledge and, perhaps, should be given serious con­
sideration when using this knowledge. Second, internal mar­
ket orientation refers to the strategies and programs that the 
firm implements in its internal market (employees at all levels) 
in order to attain its external market objectives. For example, 
although the competitive spirit among the employees of 
grocery retailer Giant Eagle seemed incompatible with the 
implementation of a new knowledge management system 
that required collaboration, the realization of bottom-line 
benefits of sharing knowledge propelled employees over 
their initial misgivings (Paul 2007). This can prove critical 
to firms’ use of care-why knowledge.

Know-what

With reference to marketing know-what, knowledge products 
like marketing best practices in specific industries, market 
knowledge repositories, knowledge repository technologies, 
and infrastructure for marketing and market knowledge shar­
ing are available. Best practices in specific industries can help 
firms focus on the kinds of (marketing) phenomena worth 
pursuing. For example, firms could decide on pursuing CLV 
framework and corresponding technologies based on best 
practices in the industry. Specific to market knowledge repos­
itories and knowledge repository technologies, products might 
require firms to learn-by-using. Infrastructure for knowledge 
sharing that has human as well as technology components 
usually requires firms to learn by repeated use for achieving 



efficiency and effectiveness. With regard to know-who (sub­
sumed under know-what), details on consumer expenditures 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and access to consumer 
panels by market research firms like ACNielsen inform firms 
about what their customers want. Analyses of consumer ex­
penditures could provide firms engaged in recreational travel, 
ideas with reference to the timing of their new product intro­
ductions. Similarly, analyses of data from consumer panels 
could give insights into timing of marketing communications. 
In fact, know-who helps firms in assessing and securing other 
types of organizational knowledge. For example, knowing 
customers could lead firms to acquire new kinds of know­
how in the marketplace.

Specific to know-what products, firms face three critical 
issues. First, when knowledge of best practices is brought into 
firms, they could face challenges with reference to knowledge 
transfer, i.e., sticky knowledge. When there is an attempt to 
transfer knowledge, some knowledge sticks and some doesn’t, 
depending on specific contexts of firms. Second, what firms 
do is a function of their history and the paths they have taken 
to their current, competitive positions in the marketplace. 
Such path dependency could hinder bringing in and using 
new knowledge. As Crossan et al. (1999, p. 530) note, such 
path dependency could lead to “tension between the em­
bedded institutionalized learning from the past, which 
enables it to exploit learning, and the new learning that 
must be allowed to feed forward through the processes of 
intuiting, interpreting, and integrating.” Third, learning is 
often idiosyncratic, i.e., unique to the individuals that are 
responsible for bringing in the new knowledge into the 
firms and, at times, to the firms.

Concerning know-who knowledge that involves under­
standing what customers want, firms often encounter issues 
such as consumer black box and shortcomings of methods. 
The issue of consumer black box concerns making inferences 
about consumer behavior based on consumers’ exposure to 
various marketing strategies. This raises questions about con­
sumer expenditures and buying behavior. Can these be linked 
to specific marketing strategies of firms, i.e., do marketing 
efforts account for the variance in consumer behavior? 
Furthermore, potential shortcomings with reference to the 
methods used for examining consumer panels and the validity 
of the panels themselves are critical to the usefulness of such 
knowledge. For example, several business-to-consumer and 
business-to-business panels, are online and there is no way to 
verify the credentials of the respondents.

Know-where

As noted in Table 1, know-where is a result of learning-by­
networking. Accordingly, research consortia, conferences, 
trade shows, and industry exhibitions provide firms 
opportunities to network and learn. Such opportunities can 

prove extremely useful for firms seeking suppliers and 
partners for joint ventures and alliances. In fact, Hau and 
Evangelista (2007) and Hall and Andriani (2003) suggest that 
knowledge acquired from such networking can positively 
influence new product development. For example, Porsche 
collaborates with universities on projects for which it lacks the 
requisite knowledge (Harryson and Lorange 2005).

With regards to know-where, the issues that are critical to 
firms are: non-exclusivity, causal ambiguity, and guarded 
display. As know-where is a result of learning-by-networking, 
firms should be wary of the non-exclusivity issue, i.e., nothing 
is exclusive between the focal firm and the network partici­
pants. Furthermore, when firms go to trade shows, industry 
exhibitions, research consortia, and conferences, they can 
potentially learn about their competitors and suppliers and 
what they are doing. However, there can be issues with causal 
ambiguity. For example, there could be causal ambiguity with 
reference to how competitors put together resources for pro­
ducing certain market offerings. In addition, the competitors 
could be resorting to guarded display. That is, firms exhibiting 
their products have control of what they display and what they 
do not display.

Know-when

As know-when is often a result of learning-to-forget (see 
Table 1), new technologies, market development reports, and 
knowledge of competitors’ actions offer firms opportunities 
for adoption of new technologies, new product development, 
and new product introductions. For example, knowledge of 
competitors’ acquisition of technology and other resources for 
adopting and implementing marketing analytics could help a 
firm in determining when it should go for similar strategies.

For know-when knowledge that concerns technological, 
market, and competitor developments, firms face challenges 
with reference to validity and resource commitment. 
Specifically, market development reports raise validity issues 
because they involve visualizing the direction of tomorrow’s 
market. Furthermore, given that technological, market, and 
competitor developments require firms to change their strate­
gic orientation based on new technologies, new products and 
new marketing strategies of competitors, firms are required to 
make substantial resource commitments.

Implications of the know-x framework for marketing 
strategy

Know-x framework and general marketing strategy

Drawing from Ramaswami et al. (1993), at a macro level, 
marketing strategy entails the following: breadth or diversity 



of target markets, breadth and stability (frequency of addition/ 
deletion/modification) of offerings, innovation strategy (de­
gree and type of emphasis provided for innovation), speed of 
response to environmental opportunities, extent of environ­
mental monitoring (about customers, competitors, and tech­
nological developments), and resources for environmental 
monitoring. Based on the preceding discussion of types of 
knowledge, it can be seen that different elements of marketing 
strategy require different types of knowledge. For example, 
(1) breadth and diversity of target markets requires know-what 
(knowledge of customers); (2) breadth and stability of offer­
ings involve know-when (when to add/delete/modify) and 
know-how; (3) innovations strategy requires know-why (prin­
ciples underlying phenomena), know-what (kinds of phenom­
ena worth pursuing), know-where, and know-how; (4) speed 
of response to environmental opportunities requires know- 
when and know-how; (5) extent of environmental monitoring 
requires know-what (customers, competitors, and technolog­
ical developments) and know-how; and (6) resources for 
environmental monitoring requires know-when (timing of 
resource commitments). However, the specifics of marketing 
strategies will vary widely based on the kinds of offerings that 
firms deal with. For example, consider two of the critical 
issues identified with firm needs: complexity of firms’ re­
quirements and customization. If firms require highly com­
plex knowledge offerings for their marketing strategies, they 
may require highly customized knowledge products. For ex­
ample, if a firm dealing with cloud computing services decides 
on entering a new market and would like to commission a 
market potential estimation report with recommendations for 
commercialization of their services, its requirements involve a 
high degree of customization.

Accordingly, product market strategy that concerns how 
firms intend to compete in the markets they choose to serve 
can have specific knowledge needs. For Yarbrough et al. 
(2011), product market strategy typically involves two funda­
mental decisions: (1) extent to which a firm wants to target 
broad groups of customers or to focus more narrowly on a 
smaller number of segments and (2) the value proposition to 
be delivered, which concerns the benefit/cost bundle by which 
a firm seeks to attract and retain target customers and achieve 
its strategic objectives. Furthermore, “Value propositions 
comprise two core product market strategy components: (1) 
the relative superiority of the business’s product and/or service 
offerings ... and (2) the cost of delivering its products and/or 
services to target customers” (Yarbrough et al. 2011, p. 557). 
Therefore, the two fundamental decisions require different 
kinds of knowledge. While the first decision of targeting 
groups of customers requires know-what (customers and 
competitors), the second decision regarding value proposi­
tion requires know-how of superior offerings development, 
resource deployment, and achieving efficiencies in delivering 
the offerings.

There are two issues relevant to marketing strategy in the 
context of multimarket competition: product line rivalry and 
market entry. When firms have similar product lines of similar 
breadth (number of products) targeted at similar market seg­
ments, product line rivalry in the context of multimarket 
competition emerges (Jayachandran et al. 1999). Product line 
rivalry is competitive actions and reactions taken by firms 
with one another using groups of products within a product 
class that are closely related because they function in a similar 
manner or are sold to the same customer groups or marketed 
similarly (Jayachandran et al. 1999). If firms with similar 
product lines come into greater contact with each other, prod­
uct line rivalry may be influenced by multimarket competition 
and the product lines could evolve to become more similar and 
greater multimarket competition may reduce the competitive 
intensity. However, before this mutual forbearance takes ef­
fect, firms may extend their product lines to different markets 
in pursuit of growth or entry deterrence for competitors 
(Jayachandran et al. 1999). This could prove quite challenging 
as firms seek to avoid evolving similarities among competi­
tors’ product lines and pursue continuous growth through 
expansion. Therefore, firms need (1) know-what (customers, 
competitor actions) and know-how (effective marketing) with 
regards to product line rivalry and, as a result, (2) know-when 
for market entry.

In responding to the market environment, marketing should 
be positioned at the core of the firm’s strategic planning 
(Vargo and Lusch 2004). That is, the most successful organi­
zations are those whose core competence is marketing and all 
its market sensing processes (Day 1999). For Menon et al. 
(1998, p. 21), marketing strategy making involves “an inter­
connected set of activities, processes, and routines involved in 
the design and execution of marketing plans.” Similarly, 
Slotegraaf and Dickson (2004, p. 373) define marketing plan­
ning capability as “the ability to anticipate and respond to the 
market environment in order to direct a firm’s resources and 
actions in ways that align the firm with the environment and 
achieve the firm’s financial goals.” Marketing planning capa­
bility positively influences firm performance and involves 
competencies in market scanning, market situ ation/ 
environment analysis, matching firm strengths to market op­
portunities, meshing pro gram s to market realities, 
implementing marketing programs, marketing budgeting/ 
allocating resources, and program performance tracking. 
Such a capability should be central to marketing strategy in 
the context of the dynamism of the market. However, market 
dynamism also necessitates firms being nimble in their strat­
egies. Specifically, Johnson et al. (2003, p. 77) conceptualize 
and define market-focused strategic flexibility as “the firm’s 
intent and capabilities to generate firm-specific real options 
for the configuration and reconfiguration of appreciably supe­
rior customer value propositions.” That is, capabilities and 
intent are two components of market-focused strategic 



flexibility. For them, firm capabilities involve the identifica­
tion of resources, the acquisition of resources, the deployment 
of resources, and the identification of options. Both strategic 
planning for marketing and market-focused strategic flexibil­
ity focus on marketing know-how (capabilities).

In summary, the preceding discussion of marketing strate­
gy, product market strategy, strategic planning for marketing, 
and market-focused strategic flexibility clearly demonstrates 
that firms require knowledge with reference to: (1) know-how 
(innovation capability, product development, marketing com­
munication, segmentation, marketing planning, design and 
execution of marketing programs), (2) know-why (environ­
mental scanning and market sensing), (3) know-what (target 
markets, marketing resource deployment practices), (4) know- 
where (knowledge of competitors and suppliers), and (5) 
know-when (knowledge of competitor actions and reactions, 
technological developments). Next, in addition to the impli­
cations of know-x framework for marketing strategy in gen­
eral, we turn our attention specifically to market orientation 
strategy Table 3.

Know-x framework and market orientation strategy

The fundamental imperative of market orientation (MO) 
strategy is that, to achieve competitive advantage and 
superior financial performance, firms should systematically 
(1) gather information on present and potential markets and (2) 
use such information in a coordinated way to guide strategy 
recognition, understanding, creation, selection, implementation,

Table 3 Market orientation (MO) strategy and the know-x framework 

Knowledge type Exemplars of knowledge and corresponding sources

MO know-how Market knowledge competence (Li and Calantone 1998) 

Customer response capability (Jayachandran et al. 2004)

MO know-why MO culture (Narver and Slater 1990)

MO and Entrepreneurial drive (Slater and Narver 1995)

Customer, innovation, and employee consequences 
(Kirca, Jayachandran, and Bearden 2005)

MO know-what Customer and competitor knowledge (Kohli and
Jaworski 1990)

External market factor knowledge (Matsuno et al. 2005)

Context specific market participant knowledge 
(Homburg et al. 2009)

MO know-where Inter-firm relational learning (Wind and Mahajan 1997)

Co-creation related learning (Kroll 2006; Vargo and
Lusch 2004) Stakeholder learning (Harryson and
Lorange 2005)

MO know-when Learning to forget (NiCholls-Nixon 1997)

Industry foresight (Hamel and Prahalad 1994)

Organization-wide responsiveness (Kohli and Jaworski
1990)

and modification. Essentially, MO strategy is a form of 
knowledge-based strategy that focuses on developing knowl­
edge resources that can facilitate reactive as well as proactive 
innovations. Prominent among the several research articles that 
have conceptualized and measured MO are the ones by 
Narver and Slater (1990) and Kohli and Jaworski (1990). 
For Narver and Slater (1990), MO consists of three behav­
ioral components: customer orientation, competitor orienta­
tion, and inter-functional coordination. While customer ori­
entation and competitor orientation include all of the activ­
ities involved in acquiring information about the buyers and 
competitors in the target market and disseminating it 
throughout the business(es), the third behavioral component, 
interfunctional coordination, is based on the customer and 
competitor information and comprises the business's coordi­
nated efforts. For Kohli and Jaworski (1990), the compo­
nents of MO are: (1) organization-wide generation of mar­
ket intelligence pertaining to current and future customer 
needs, (2) dissemination of the intelligence across depart­
ments, and (3) organization-wide responsiveness to it. We 
note that, for firms, such MO is a prerequisite for survival 
and growth.

Specifically, MO strategy refers to a strategic process that 
includes (1) identifying sources of market intelligence gener­
ation (internal and external), (2) gathering market intelligence, 
(3) developing infrastructure, technology, and policies for 
efficient and effective sharing and use of market intelligence, 
(4) coordinating the use of market intelligence in a manner 
that benefits the entire organization, (5) assessing the existing 
resource pool and ascertaining and securing the required re­
sources based on the market intelligence, and (6) developing, 
implementing, and revising marketing mix strategies in re­
sponse to the market intelligence (that is, strategies corre­
sponding to products, marketing communication programs, 
distribution, and pricing). In the next few sections, we expli­
cate MO strategy using the know-x framework.

MO and know-how How does a firm go about adopting and 
implementing an MO strategy? What kind of know-how does 
a firm need for MO strategy? Once the firm realizes the 
differences between how things are done within the firm and 
the market-oriented way of doing things, what kinds of know­
how does a firm need? Extant research provides specific 
guidelines. For Shapiro (1988), in market-oriented firms, in­
formation on all important buying influences permeates every 
corporate function. Strategic and tactical decisions are made 
inter-functionally and inter-divisionally, and divisions and 
functions make well-coordinated decisions and execute them 
with a sense of commitment. Li and Calantone (1998, p. 14) 
refer to market knowledge competence as “the processes that 
generate and integrate market knowledge.” Processes imply a 
series of activities that involves interconnected bundles of 
skills and collective learning. For Li and Calantone (1998), 



market knowledge competence has three components: cus­
tomer knowledge process, marketing-R&D interface, and 
competitor knowledge process. These processes and the cor­
responding strengthening of the marketing and product devel­
opment interface can prove invaluable. Furthermore, for a 
firm’s market-oriented success (Jayachandran et al. 2004), a 
competence in satisfying customer needs through effective 
and quick responses is critical. Therefore, they conceptualize 
customer response capability in terms of customer response 
expertise and customer response speed. While customer re­
sponse expertise refers to the extent to which the responses of 
an organization effectively meet customer needs, customer 
response speed refers to the extent to which the organization’s 
responses to customer needs are rapid. These provide specific 
directions on how to start thinking about MO. However, when 
firms do bring in know-how related expert advice, a detailed 
exploration with reference to generalizability of normative 
recommendations should be developed. Here, elaborating on 
firm situations and contexts where the know-how might work 
and where it will not is important.

MO and know-why For firms interested in MO strategy, it is 
critical to understand why certain processes and activities 
enable superior performance through MO. In fact, Narver 
and Slater’s (1990) conceptualization of MO is perceived to 
be cultural in orientation that captures the fundamental beliefs 
undergirding MO as a set of behaviors involving customer 
orientation, competitor orientation, and inter-functional coor­
dination. Subsequently, Slater and Narver (1995) find that 
MO, complemented by an entrepreneurial drive, provides 
the cultural foundation for organizational learning. In addi­
tion, it is also important to ensure employees in firms remain 
committed to MO goals. As Kirca, Jayachandran, and 
Bearden (2005) note, MO can have the following positive 
consequences for firms: customer consequences (quality, loy­
alty, satisfaction), innovation consequences (innovativeness, 
new product performance), and employee consequences (or­
ganizational commitment, team spirit, customer orientation, 
role conflict, job satisfaction). Any of these consequences can 
be used to encourage and bring together all of the employees 
to stay committed to MO. However, when know-why is 
brought in, the methodologies that were used and the validity 
and generalizability of the findings should be assessed 
through critical review of the limitations of the methodologies, 
sample relevance and appropriateness, validity of methods, 
and implications for firms. Accordingly, firms should be 
judicious in how they learn-by-analysis.

MO and know-what A critical component of MO is the 
knowledge of the market’s preferences. Early on, much of 
the MO research focused primarily on customers and 
competitors. However, Matsuno et al. (2005) extended the 
scope of the market factors to include customers, competitors, 

suppliers, regulatory factors, social/cultural trends, and mac­
roeconomic environment. Among these market factors cus­
tomers, competitors, and suppliers are market participants, 
while social, cultural, regulatory, and macroeconomic factors 
are influencing factors. Therefore, knowledge of market par­
ticipants as well as of influencing factors can prove critical to a 
firm’s MO strategy. While the accurate assessment of market 
participants and their needs and preferences can be central 
to MO strategy, firms need to pay particular attention to 
their contexts. For example, in service-oriented firms, cus­
tomer need knowledge in frontline employees is critical to 
achieving firm objectives through customer satisfaction 
and value perceptions (Homburg et al. 2009).

With reference to know-what, firms often learn-by-using. In 
such cases, as noted earlier, sticky knowledge, path dependency, 
and idiosyncrasy can be critical. Firms can overcome these issues 
by explicitly addressing (1) the path dependency issue through 
careful assessment, adding and deleting certain components to 
the knowledge, and developing training programs for the em­
ployees, (2) the sticky knowledge issue through periodic knowl­
edge transfer audits and by developing and providing supple­
mental knowledge to ensure the knowledge transfer, and (3) the 
idiosyncrasy issue through development of knowledge unique to 
employees and firms by using surveys of employees, orientation 
programs, and periodic reviews of the employees' knowledge to 
ensure learning through usage.

MO and know-where As know-where concerns knowledge of 
“who is doing what,” it is very important for MO. Know- 
where involves learning about all possible partners that could 
be used for new product development or new marketing 
knowledge. Therefore, learning can occur from interactions 
and partnerships with customers, competitors, suppliers, and 
other stakeholders. For example, in the context of technology­
intensive markets, interfirm collaborative relationships influ­
ence the marketing strategies firms use to develop and intro­
duce new products (Wind and Mahajan 1997). For Vargo and 
Lusch (2004), one of the foundational propositions of the new 
dominant logic of marketing is that “the customer is always 
a co-creator.” Therefore, if a firm is truly market oriented, 
then it should develop a co-creation capability for MO 
purposes. This potentially can help firms in their product 
development efforts. Consistent with this view, firms such 
as GE HealthCare have encouraged users to alter their 
products so that they can be made better (Kroll 2006). 
Hence, such co-creation processes involve close communi­
cation and joint problem solving and coordinating activities 
with customers. Going beyond the immediate stakeholders, 
as noted previously, Porsche routinely collaborates with 
universities on projects for which it lacks the requisite 
knowledge (Harryson and Lorange 2005).

Specific to know-where, which is often a result of learning- 
by-networking, firms should get involved in trade shows, 



industry exhibitions, research consortia, and conferences 
while maintaining a very delicate balance between their 
knowledge needs and knowledge sharing. Often, in such 
contexts, competing firms want to learn from others while 
guarding their own knowledge. Consequently, the issues of 
non-exclusivity, causal ambiguity, and guarded display often­
times need to be left alone to the discretion of participating 
firms. However, when it comes to non-competing firms, for 
example firms and potential suppliers, firms can address the 
issues of non-exclusivity, causal ambiguity, and guarded dis­
play by organizing special sessions in enclosed areas and 
facilitate free, uninhibited exchange of knowledge.

MO and know-when One of the biggest challenges of MO is 
to prompt proactive innovation by enabling firms to anticipate 
potential market segments, envision market offerings that 
might be attractive to such segments, and prompt the need to 
acquire, develop, or create the required resources to produce 
the offerings. Therefore, know-when can help firms in deci­
sions regarding adoption of new technologies and strategies, 
development of radical new products, development of new 
marketing strategies, and entry into new markets. However, as 
noted previously, such knowledge involves abandoning the 
established ways of doing things, i.e., “leaming-to-forget.” 
Therefore, with regards to know-when related knowledge 
concerning technological, market, and competitor develop­
ments, firms will have to carefully address the issues of 
validity and resource commitment. Given that this kind of 
knowledge involves anticipating developments and acting 
on them, firms should ensure the validity of their knowledge 
products, i.e., the validity of the methods, samples, analyses, 
and inferences that went into the development of knowledge 
products. As such knowledge could require firms to change 
their strategic orientation and commit substantial resources to 
strategy development and execution, firms need to qualify 
such knowledge to gain confidence.

Discussion

Contributions

Since inception, research in marketing has recognized knowl­
edge as source of competitive advantage (Shaw 1912; Weld 
1916). As noted, during the latter part of the past century, 
several noteworthy research works on knowledge have 
emerged. Specifically, exploration of the consequences of in­
creasing knowledge intensity for marketing (Glazer 1991) and 
research into marketing orientation as a knowledge-based strat­
egy (e.g., Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990) 
have made significant contributions to this stream of research. 
While Glazer (1991) develops a particular operationalization of 

the value of knowledge in marketing contexts that is used to 
develop propositions examining the consequences of increas­
ing knowledge intensity for firm strategy and organizational 
structure, with the exception of know-how, his work does not 
address the issue of different types of knowledge. In the context 
of market orientation, research has addressed the issue of how 
firms systematically gather information on present and poten­
tial customers and competitors and use such information in a 
coordinated way to guide marketing strategy. Complementing 
and building on marketing research that explores knowledge as 
source of competitive advantage, this paper makes several 
contributions.

First, to the authors’ knowledge, this is the first paper to 
systematically review and integrate literature to provide a 
comprehensive typology of organizational knowledge: the 
know-x framework. Although several researchers have looked 
into different kinds of knowledge, the research still remains 
largely fragmented. This paper integrates previous research to 
bring clarity by specifying the domains of different types of 
organization knowledge, explicating what kind of knowledge 
can result from what kinds of learning, and providing an 
integrative set of examples of different kinds of knowledge 
from previous research. In marketing, Glazer (1991) has con­
ceptualized knowledge intensity and developed a proposition­
al inventory on the focal concept of knowledge intensity. 
While Glazer’s (1991) is a seminal contribution on knowledge 
as a resource capable of providing competitive advantages to 
firms, it does not get into the specifics of knowledge types 
beyond noting that (1) knowledge is a resource to be managed 
and (2) increasing knowledge intensity levels can have posi­
tive consequences for some key components of firm strategy 
and organization structure. Our know-x framework provides 
further credence to Glazer’s (1991) work and complements it 
by the explication of different knowledge types. That is, the 
know-x framework provides scope to examine intensities of 
different types of knowledge and, thus, affords potential spec­
ificity to Glazer’s (1991) framework.

Second, this is the first paper to scan the knowledge busi­
ness environment to provide exemplar marketing knowledge 
products that firms might require. Previous research that has 
explored types of knowledge provides few if any examples of 
knowledge products from the business world. Even in the few 
papers that provide examples, the focus is on individual 
examples of firms benefitting from a specific knowledge type. 
As the context of our paper, among other things, is to explore 
knowledge acquisition in search of potential competitive ad­
vantages, we scanned the business environment to identify 
classes of specific marketing knowledge products that are 
available.

Third, specific to the know-x framework and the corre­
sponding exemplar marketing knowledge products, this paper 
identifies issues that are critical to firms that are acquiring the 
knowledge. For firms looking at specific types of marketing 



knowledge products based on the know-x framework, we 
identify critical issues that are specific to knowledge types. 
That is, if a firm brings in any external knowledge in search of 
competitive advantages, the firm should be aware of the 
critical issues that could impede the integration of such knowl­
edge into the embedded knowledge in its systems, structures, 
strategy, routines, and prescribed practices.

Fourth, we develop implications of knowledge types 
(know-x framework) for marketing strategy in general and 
market orientation strategy in particular. Specific to marketing 
strategy at a macro level, we discuss specific knowledge types 
required with reference to different components of marketing 
strategy. Similarly, we discuss knowledge types in the context 
of product market strategy, product line rivalry in the context 
of multimarket competition, and strategic planning for mar­
keting. In the context of knowledge-based marketing, the 
emergence of marketing orientation has made a seminal 
contribution to the marketing strategy literature. Therefore, 
this paper develops a specific discussion of the relevance of 
the know-x framework for market orientation. Accordingly, 
we discuss the specifics of the implications of know-how, 
know-why, know-what, know-where, and know-when for 
market orientation and identify relevant research. Therefore, 
this paper complements and builds on market orientation 
research.

Finally, while we note that the exemplar marketing knowl­
edge products identified in this paper and the corresponding 
critical issues for firms and the implications for marketing are 
not proposed to be collectively exhaustive, in preserving the 
cumulativity of research on organizational knowledge and its 
relevance to marketing, our framework offers strong implica­
tions for research and practice.

Implications for research and practice

Our paper provides several opportunities for future research. 
First, the know-x framework developed in this paper can be 
used as a foundation to explore inter-relationships among the 
different types of knowledge. That is, questions like whether 
know-why leads to more effective know-how and whether 
firms should develop a hierarchy of different types of knowl­
edge in order to develop knowledge-based effectiveness and 
efficiency advantages can be conceptually (e.g., proposition 
development) and empirically (e.g., hypothesis testing) ex­
plored. Corresponding to the different types of knowledge, 
we also propose what kind of learning often leads to that 
knowledge. Though we do not claim that each type of knowl­
edge results only from a specific kind of learning, future 
research could explore what kind of learning is effective for 
what kind of knowledge. Building on the know-x framework, 
future research could develop propositions and investigate 
how each knowledge type influences firm performance and 
what kinds of knowledge can lead to what kinds of outcomes.

Second, future research could explore further the exemplar 
products identified in this paper and explore specific issues 
with reference to different kinds of products. Also, future 
research could delve deeper into the critical issues identified 
in this paper for firms. Accordingly, it would be interesting to 
explore effective ways to integrate different kinds of knowl­
edge into the organization when firms acquire different types 
of knowledge from the market.

Third, we developed implications of the know-x frame­
work for marketing strategy in general. Future research could 
explore implications of different knowledge types in specific 
contexts of pricing, product development, marketing commu­
nications, and distribution strategies. Again, specific research 
propositions can be developed and tested.

Fourth, we also explored the implications of the know-x 
framework for MO strategy in particular. Here, future research 
could conceptually and empirically build on our implications. 
Future research could also explore the implications of the 
know-x framework for the other forms of marketing strategy: 
brand equity (BE) strategy, market segmentation (MS) strate­
gy, and relationship marketing (RM) strategy.

Fifth, we approached the know-x framework and its impli­
cations for firms in need of different kinds of knowledge. 
Future research could explore the implications of the know- 
x framework from the perspective of knowledge providers 
(vendors) as to how they can develop (1) different kinds of 
knowledge, (2) different capabilities for effective product 
development, (3) marketing strategies, and (4) strategies for 
overcoming concerns of clients. Future research could empir­
ically investigate what kinds of vendor capabilities can allevi­
ate what kinds of critical issues for clients.

As to practitioner implications, firms could use the know-x 
framework as a starting point to think about their knowledge 
needs and how they develop, acquire, and manage knowledge 
for competitive advantage. There is evidence in prior literature 
of firms using question-based frameworks for managerial 
action. For example, the Japan Human Relations Association 
(1988) provides the 5W2H method as a framework that can 
be used for new idea generation by asking what, why, 
where, when, who, how, and how much questions with 
reference to subject matter, purpose, location, sequence, 
people, method, and cost respectively. However, there are 
no frameworks such as the know-x framework to guide 
firms to assess their knowledge portfolios. In addition, 
firms could also start thinking about different kinds of 
learning and associated strategies for knowledge and capa­
bility development. Second, firms could use our explora­
tions of implications for marketing strategy and MO strat­
egy for assessing internal knowledge and specific external 
knowledge they need to adopt, develop, and/or implement 
different strategies. Third, specific to firms’ MO strategy, in 
this paper, we synthesized existing literature to provide 
specific guidelines for MO strategy as a process.



Overall, we hope that our paper initiates further conceptual 
and empirical research in the areas of organizational knowl­
edge needs (know-x framework), implications of the know-x 
framework for marketing strategy, impact of different knowl­
edge types on marketing outcomes, effective usage of knowl­
edge types for marketing purposes, assessing effectiveness of 
knowledge products acquired by firms, and vendor strategies 
for knowledge product development and marketing.

Acknowledgements The authors thank the editor and the anonymous 
reviewers for their constructive guidance in strengthening the manuscript.

References

Anderson, P. (2000). From knowledge management to managing intel­
lect. In R. Slotegraaf (Ed.) Market Knowledge Management 
Conference. Marketing Science Institute.

Argyris, C., & Schon, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of 
action perspective. Reading: Addison-Wesley Publishing.

Badaracco, J. L. (1991). The knowledge link. Boston: Harvard Business 
School Press.

Baden-Fuller, C., & Pitt, M. (1996). The nature of innovating strategic 
management. In C. Baden-Fuller & M. Pitt (Eds.), Strategic 
Innovation (pp. 3-42). London: Routledge.

Baker, W. E., & Sinkula, J. M. (1999). The synergistic effect of market 
orientation and learning orientation on organizational performance. 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(4), 411-427.

Bauer, R. J., Jr., & Griffiths, M. D. (1988). Evaluating expert system 
investment: an introduction to the economics of knowledge. Journal 
of Business Research, 17(2), 223-233.

Cepeda, G., & Dusya, V. (2007). Dynamic capabilities and operational 
capabilities: a knowledge management perspective. Journal of 
Business Research, 60, 426-437.

Chen, C.-Z., & Jing-Wen, H. (2009). Strategic human resource 
practices and innovation performance: the mediating role of 
knowledge management capacity. Journal of Business Research, 
62, 104-114.

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: a new 
perspective on learning and innovation. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 35, 128-152.

Cohendet, P. (2001). Information, knowledge and the evolutionary theory 
of the firm. In P. Pascal (Ed.), Economics and information (pp. 121­
137). Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., & White, R. E. (1999). An organizational 
learning framework: from intuition to institution. Academy of 
Management Review, 24(3), 522-537.

Day, G. S. (1999). Managing market relationships. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 28(1), 24-30.

Erickson, G. S., & Rotheberg, H. N. (2009). Intellectual capital in 
business-to-business markets. Industrial Marketing Management, 
38, 159-165.

Forrester, R. H. (2000). Capturing learning and applying knowledge: an 
investigation of the use of innovation teams in Japanese and 
American automotive firms. Journal of Business Research, 47, 
35-45.

Fransman, M. (1994). Information, knowledge, vision and theories of the 
firm. Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(2), 1-45.

Garud, R. (1997). On the distinction between know-how, know-why, and 
know-what. In J. P. Walsh & A. P. Huff (Eds.), Advances in strategic 
management (Vol. 14, pp. 81-101). Greenwich: JAI Press Inc.

Gedo, J. E. (1990). More on creativity and its vicissitudes. In M. A. 
Runco & R. S. Albert (Eds.), Theories of creativity (pp. 35-46). 
Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

Ghingold, M., & Johnson, B. (1997). Technical knowledge as value 
added in business markets. Industrial Marketing Management, 26, 
271-280.

Glazer, R. (1991). Marketing in an information-intensive environment: 
strategic implications of knowledge as an asset. Journal of 
Marketing, 55(October), 1-19.

Grant, R. M. (1996). A knowledge-based theory of inter-firm collabora­
tion. Organization Science, 7, 375-387.

Gupta, S., Woodside, A., Dubelaar, C., & Bradmore, D. (2009). Diffusing 
knowledge-based core competencies for leveraging innovation 
strategies: Modelling outsourcing to knowledge process organi­
zations (KPOs) in pharmaceutical networks. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 38(2), 219-227.

Hackley, C. E. (1999). Tacit knowledge and the epistemology of expertise 
in strategic marketing management. European Journal of Marketing, 
33(7/8), 720-735.

Hall, R., & Andriani, P. (2003). Managing knowledge associated with 
innovation. Journal of Business Research, 56, 145-152.

Hamel, G., & Prahalad, C. K. (1994). Competing for the future. Harvard 
Business Review, 72(4), 122-128.

Hamilton, W. (1986). Corporate strategies for managing emerging 
technologies. In M. Horwith (Ed.), Technology in the modern 
corporation (pp. 103-118). New York: Pergamon.

Harryson, S., & Lorange, P. (2005). Bringing the college inside. Harvard 
Business Review, 83(2), 30-31.

Hart, S., Hogg, G., & Banerjee, M. (2004). Does the level of experience 
have an effect on CRM programs? Exploratory Research findings. 
Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 549-560.

Hau, L. N., & Evangelista, F. (2007). Acquiring tacit and explicit mar­
keting knowledge from foreign partners in IJVs. Journal of Business 
Research, 60(11), 1152-1165.

Hayek, F. A. (1945). The use of knowledge in society. American 
Economic Review, 35, 519-530.

Hirunyawipapda, T., Beyerlein, M., & Blankson, C. (2010). Cross­
functional integration as a knowledge transformation mechanism: 
implications for new product development. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 39, 650-660.

Homburg, C., Wieseke, J., & Borneman, T. (2009). Implementing the 
marketing concept at the employee-customer interface: the role of 
customer need knowledge. Journal of Marketing, 73(July), 64-81.

Huber, G. P. (1991). Organizational learning: the contributing processes 
and the literatures. Organization Science, 2(February), 88-115.

Hunt, S. D. (2000). A general theory of competition: resources, competences, 
productivity, economic growth. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Inkpen, A. C., & Dinur, A. (1998). Knowledge management processes and 
international joint ventures. Organization Science, 9(4), 454-468.

James, W. (1950). The principles of psychology, vols. I and II. New York: 
Dover Publications.

Japan Human Relations Association. (1988). The IDEA Book: Improvement 
through TEI (Total Employee Involvement). MA: Productivity Press.

Jayachandran, S., Gimeno, J., & Varadarajan, R. P. (1999). The theory of 
multimarket competition: a synthesis and implications for marketing 
strategy. Journal of Marketing, 63(July), 49-66.

Jayachandran, S., Hewitt, K., & Kaufman, P. (2004). Customer response 
capability in a sense-and-respond era: the role of customer knowl­
edge process. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
32(3), 219-233.

John, G., Weiss, A. M., & Dutta, S. (1999). Marketing in technology­
intensive markets: toward a conceptual framework. Journal of 
Marketing, 78(Special Issue), 78-91.

Johnson, J. L., Lee, R. P., Saini, A., & Grohmann, B. (2003). Market- 
focused strategic flexibility: conceptual advances and an integrative 
model. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31(1), 74-89.



Kirca, A. H., Jayachandran, S., & Bearden, W. O. (2005). Market orien­
tation: A meta-analytic review and assessment of its antecedents and 
impact on performance. Journal of Marketing, 69(2), 24—41.

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative 
capabilities, and the replication of technology. Organizational 
Science, 3, 383-397.

Kohli, A. K., & Jaworski, B. J. (1990). Market orientation: the construct, 
research propositions, and managerial implications. Journal of 
Marketing, 54(April), 1-18.

Kroll, K. M. (2006). Customer made. American Way. Available from: 
http://americanwaymag.com.

Kumar, V. (2006). Customer lifetime value: a databased approach. 
Journal of Relationship Marketing, 5(2/3), 7-35.

Kumar, V. (2008). Customer lifetime value: the path to profitability. The 
Netherlands: NOW Publishers, Inc.

Kumar, V., Venkatesan, R., Bohling, T. R., & Beckmann, D. (2008). The 
power of CLV: managing customer lifetime value at IBM. Marketing 
Science, 27(4), 585-599.

Leonard, D. (2005). How to salvage your company’s deep smarts. CIO 
Magazine, 18(14), 38-40.

Li, T., & Calantone, R. (1998). The impact of market knowledge com­
petence on new product advantage: conceptualization and empirical 
examination. Journal of Marketing, 62(October), 13-29.

Madhavan, R., & Grover, R. (1998). From embedded knowledge to 
embodied knowledge: new product development as knowledge 
management. Journal of Marketing, 62(October), 1-12.

Madhavaram, S. (2014). From market knowledge to marketing knowl­
edge: a conceptual framework. Working Paper: Cleveland State 
University, Cleveland, OH.

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J. T., & Rentz, J. O. (2005). A conceptual and 
empirical comparison of three market orientation scales. Journal of 
Business Research, 58, 1-8.

McCarthy, T. (1981). The critical theory of Jurgen Habermas. Boston: MA.
Menon, A., Bharadwaj, S. G., Adidam, P. T., & Edison, S. W. (1998). 

Antecedents and consequences of marketing strategy making: a 
model and a test. Journal of Marketing, 63(2), 18-41.

Menon, A., & Varadarajan, R. P. (1992). A model of market knowledge 
use within firms. Journal of Marketing, 56(4), 53-71.

Milliman, J., Ferguson, J., Trickett, D., & Condemi, B. (1999). Spirit and 
community at southwest airlines: an investigation of a spiritual values- 
based model. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 12(3), 
221-233.

Narver, J. C., & Slater, S. F. (1990). The effect of a market orientation on 
business profitability. Journal of Marketing, 54(October), 20-35.

Nelson, R., & Winter, S. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic 
change. Cambridge: Belknap.

NiCholls-Nixon, C. (1997). In J. P. Walsh & A. S. Huff (Eds.), Advances 
in strategic management (Vol. 14, pp. 81-101). Greenwich: JAI 
Press Inc.

Nonaka, I. (1990). Managing innovation as a knowledge creation process. 
Presentation at New York University, Stern School of Business, 
International Business Colloquium.

Nonaka, I. (1991). The knowledge-creating company. Harvard Business 
Review, November-December, 96-104.

Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge crea­
tion. Organization Science, 5(February 1), 14-37.

Olavarrieta, S., & Friedmann, R. (2008). Market orientation, knowledge- 
related resources and firm performance. Journal of Business 
Research, 61, 623-630.

Paul, L. G. (2007). How to create a know-it-all company. CIO. Available 
from: http://www.cio.com.

Polanyi, M. (1962). Personal knowledge: towards a post-critical 
philosophy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Polanyi, M. (1966). The tacit dimension. Garden City: Anchor Day.
Ramaswami, S. N., Flynn, E. J., & Nilakanta, S. (1993). Performance 

implications of congruence between product-market strategy and 
marketing structure: an exploratory investigation. Journal of 
Strategic Marketing, 1(2), 71-92.

Sanchez, R. (1997). Managing articulated knowledge in competence­
based competition. In R. Sanchez & A. Heene (Eds.), Strategic 
learning and knowledge management (pp. 163-187). Chichester: 
Wiley.

Sanchez, R. (2001). Managing knowledge into competence: the five learning 
cycles of the competent organization. In R. Sanchez (Ed.), Knowledge 
management and organizational competence (pp. 3-38). New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Schulze, A., & Hoegl, M. (2008). Organizational knowledge creation and 
the generation of new product ideas: a behavioral approach. 
Research Policy, 37, 1742-1750.

Shaw, A. W. (1912). Some problems in market distribution. Quarterly 
Journal of Economics, 26(2), 703-765.

Sinkula, J. M. (1994). Market information processing and organizational 
learning. Journal of Marketing, 58(January), 35-45.

Slater, S. F., & Narver, J. C. (1995). Market orientation and the learning 
organization. Journal of Marketing, 59(3), 63-74.

Slotegraaf, R. J., & Dickson, P. R. (2004). The paradox of a marketing 
planning capability. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
32(4), 371-385.

Spender, J. C. (1996). Making knowledge the basis of a dynamic theory 
of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17(Special Winter 
Issue), 45-62.

Tsai, M., & Li, Y. (2007). Knowledge creation process in new venture 
strategy and performance. Journal of Business Research, 60, 371-381.

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for 
marketing. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 1-18.

Von Hippel, E. (1984). Novel product concepts from lead users: 
segmenting users by experience. Cambridge: MA: Marketing 
Science Institute.

Von Krogh, G., & Roos, J. (1995). A perspective on knowledge, compe­
tence and strategy. Personnel Review, 24(3), 56-76.

Wagner, E. R., & Hansen, E. N. (2004). A method for identifying 
and assessing key customer group needs. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 33(7), 643-655.

Weld, L. D. H. (1916). The marketing of farm products. New York: 
Macmillan.

Whitehill, M. (1997). Knowledge-based strategy to deliver sustained 
competitive advantage. Long Range Planning, 30(4), 621-627.

Wind, J., & Mahajan, V. (1997). Issues and opportunities in new product 
development: an introduction to the special issue. Journal of 
Marketing Research, 34(February), 1-12.

Wu, J., & Shanley, M. T. (2009). Knowledge stock, exploration, and 
innovation: research on the United States electromedical device 
industry. Journal of Business Research, 62, 474-483.

Yarbrough, L., Vorhies, D. W., & Morgan, N. A. (2011). The impact of 
product-market strategy-organizational culture fit on business per­
formance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39(4), 
555-573.

Zhang, J., Hoenig, S., Benedetto, C. A. D., Lancioni, R. A., & Phatak, A. 
(2009). What contributes to the enhanced use of customer, compe­
tition and technology knowledge for product innovation perfor­
mance?: a survey of multinational companies' subsidiaries operating 
in China. Industrial Marketing Management, 38(2), 207-218.

Post-print standardized by MSL Academic Endeavors, the imprint of the Michael 
Schwartz Library at Cleveland State University, 2022

http://americanwaymag.com/
http://www.cio.com/

	Knowledge Needs of Firms: The Know-X Framework For Marketing Strategy
	Publisher's Statement
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1653488248.pdf.BqWb2

