
APTISI Transactions on Technopreneurship (ATT)
Vol. 8, No. 3, November 2026, pp. 1065−1076
E-ISSN: 2656-8888 | P-ISSN: 2655-8807, DOI:10.34306 ❒ 1065

Green Marketing Orientation and Ambidextrous
Innovation for Sustainable Competitive Advantage a

Systematic Literature Review

Abdullah Tasalisa1* , Tantri Yanuar Rahmat Syah2 , Triyono Arief Wahyudi3 , Regina Deka Sofia4

1,2,3,4Faculty of Economics and Business, Universitas Esa Unggul, Indonesia
1abdullahtasalisa@student.esaunggul.ac.id, 2tantri.yanuar@esaunggul.ac.id, 3triyono.arief@esaunggul.ac.id,

3regina.deka@esaunggul.ac.id
*Corresponding Author

Article Info

Article history:

Submission December 2, 2025
Revised June 12, 2026
Accepted September 17, 2026
Published September 29, 2026

Keywords:

Green Innovation
EGI
Green Marketing Orientation
SLR
Sustainable

ABSTRACT

This study conducts a PRISMA 2020 guided Systematic Literature Review
(SLR) to map the Exploitation Green Innovation (EGI) domain and consolidate
evidence on definitions/operationalizations (RQ1) and antecedents-outcomes-
boundary conditions (RQ2). A Scopus only search 2021–2026 was restricted
to English-language journal articles and reviews using a TITLE-ABS-KEY
query covering core EGI terms , incremental/exploitative green innovation and
ambidextrous green innovation, within a green/environmental/eco/sustainability
context. The search yielded 342 records, filtering retained 296 for screen-
ing, deduplication produced 284 unique records, and full-text assessment re-
sulted in 50 included studies for thematic synthesis. Descriptive mapping of
screened records (n = 296) indicates rapid publication growth in 2021–2025,
concentration in sustainability and strategy oriented outlets, and geographi-
cally skewed contributions. VOSviewer based co-occurrence author keyword
analysis highlights the centrality of exploitative–exploratory discourse and am-
bidexterity. Thematic synthesis shows EGI is consistently framed as exploita-
tive/incremental green innovation, yet indicator operationalizations remain het-
erogeneous, EGI is most often shaped by internal capabilities and external pres-
sures/instruments and is primarily linked to green performance and, in some
contexts, competitive advantage. The review provides an EGI operationaliza-
tion framework and an evidence map to support measurement standardization,
mechanism testing, and cross-context boundary condition research.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Over the past few decades, sustainability has become a key strategic factor influencing organiza-

tional competitiveness. Growing pressure from governments, investors, consumers, and other stakeholders has
encouraged firms to integrate environmental considerations into their business strategies alongside economic
objectives [1, 2]. This shift has promoted the adoption of Green Marketing Orientation (GMO), a strategic
approach that embeds environmental responsibility into value creation through sustainable innovation, busi-
ness processes, and resource management, thereby strengthening long-term competitiveness [3–7]. Research
on Green Innovation (GI) has also expanded, recognizing it as a key mechanism for translating environmental
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orientation into innovative products, processes, and organizational practices. Based on Ambidexterity Theory,
GI consists of Exploratory Green Innovation (XGI) and Exploitation Green Innovation (EGI). While XGI em-
phasizes radical innovation, EGI focuses on incremental improvements using existing organizational resources
and capabilities, making it more feasible for most firms [2, 8–11].

Previous studies suggest that EGI enhances green innovation performance, organizational perfor-
mance, and competitive advantage through greater resource efficiency and process optimization [12–14]. How-
ever, empirical findings remain inconsistent, as these benefits often depend on complementary capabilities such
as organizational learning, digital transformation, governance, and resource orchestration, as well as industrial
and geographical contexts [15, 16]. The EGI literature also faces conceptual inconsistencies. Terms such as Ex-
ploitation Green Innovation, Exploitative Green Innovation, and Incremental Green Innovation are frequently
used interchangeably, while measurement approaches vary considerably. Existing studies primarily examine
empirical relationships, whereas comprehensive syntheses of EGI definitions, operationalizations, antecedents,
consequences, and boundary conditions remain limited. Likewise, previous review studies have focused on
green innovation broadly without systematically clarifying the conceptualization, mechanisms, and contextual
conditions of EGI, leaving an important research gap. To address this gap, this study conducts a Systematic Lit-
erature Review (SLR) following the PRISMA 2020 guidelines [17]. The review examines how EGI has been
defined and operationalized while synthesizing its antecedents, consequences, underlying mechanisms, and
boundary conditions. By integrating fragmented evidence, this study develops an evidence-based conceptual
framework that advances sustainability, innovation, and strategic management research and provides directions
for future empirical studies.

2. RESEARCH METHOD
This study employed a SLR following the PRISMA 2020 guidelines to synthesize evidence on the

relationships among Green Marketing Orientation (GMO), Exploratory Green Innovation (ExGI), Exploitation
Green Innovation (EGI), Green Innovation Performance (GIP), Organizational Performance (OP), and Com-
petitive Advantage (CA) [18]. The SLR approach was adopted for its systematic, transparent, and reproducible
process, while thematic synthesis was used to identify recurring relationships, boundary conditions, inconsis-
tencies, and future research directions [19]. The literature search was conducted in the Scopus database and
limited to Q1 and Q2 English-language journal articles and reviews published between 2021 and 2026. Using
the TITLE-ABS-KEY query on exploitative/incremental green innovation, the search identified 342 records.
After database filtering and duplicate removal, 284 articles were screened, resulting in 70 full-text assessments.
Following eligibility evaluation, 50 studies met all inclusion criteria and were included in the final thematic
synthesis Figure 1.

Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram
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Data were extracted using a structured form covering bibliographic information, EGI definitions and
operationalizations (RQ1), and antecedents, outcomes, and boundary conditions (RQ2). Thematic synthesis
combined deductive and inductive coding through open, axial, and selective coding to develop an integrated
conceptual framework. Review rigor was ensured through a predefined coding protocol, audit trail, and iterative
coding refinement to improve consistency and minimize researcher bias.

3. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
A Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY search identified 342 records (Figure 1) [18]. After applying the in-

clusion criteria and removing duplicates, 284 records were screened, with 214 excluded for not addressing
organizational-level EGI or the exploitative/incremental innovation perspective [20]. Following full-text as-
sessment, 50 articles were retained for the thematic synthesis addressing RQ1 and RQ2.

Figure 2. Annual publication distribution
Source: Scopus, Analyze results

Descriptive bibliometric mapping of the screened dataset (n = 296) was conducted using Scopus Ana-
lyze Results to examine publication trends, source titles, countries/territories, and author keywords. VOSviewer
was used for author-keyword co-occurrence analysis, revealing thematic clusters and conceptual relationships
in Figure 2. Publications increased markedly from 24 in 2021 to 107 in 2025 before declining to 7 in 2026,
with annual counts summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Document Distribution by Year
Year Number of documents
2021 24
2022 42
2023 50
2024 66
2025 107
2026 7

Table 1 shows a steady increase in EGI-related publications between 2021 and 2025, followed by a de-
cline in 2026, indicating the rapid growth of scholarly interest in exploitative green innovation over recent years.
As illustrated in Figure 4, the literature is concentrated in a relatively small group of high-impact journals, par-
ticularly Sustainability (Switzerland), Business Strategy and the Environment, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, and Technological Forecasting and Social Change. This pub-
lication pattern demonstrates that EGI research is firmly rooted in the fields of sustainability and strategic man-
agement, where organizational capabilities, innovation strategies, and environmental performance constitute
the dominant research themes. The concentration of publications in these journals also reflects the increas-
ing recognition of EGI as a strategic capability for achieving both competitive advantage and sustainability
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objectives. A detailed overview of the leading publication outlets is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Top Journal Outlets by Publication Volume
No Journal outlet Number of documents Percentage of 296
1 Sustainability (Switzerland) 39 13.2%

2 Business Strategy and the Environment 13 4.4%

3 Journal of Cleaner Production 13 4.4%

4 Technological Forecasting and Social Change 7 2.4%

5 Technology Analysis and Strategic Management 7 2.4%

6 Business Process Management Journal 5 1.7%

7 IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 5 1.7%

8 Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental
Management

4 1.4%

9 Finance Research Letters 4 1.4%

10 Journal of Business Research 4 1.4%

Table 2 shows that EGI publications are concentrated in sustainability, strategy, and innovation jour-
nals, while author keywords highlight sustainability and the exploitative–exploratory distinction, reflecting a
conceptual foundation rooted in the ambidexterity perspective Figure 3 [10].

Figure 3. Annual Document Trends Across the Top 5 Outlets

Figure 4 shows that EGI publications (2021–2026, n = 296) are concentrated in Business, Management
and Accounting, followed by Social Sciences and Environmental Science, with additional contributions from
Computer Science, Energy, and Engineering, highlighting the interdisciplinary nature of the field. This dis-
tribution suggests that EGI has evolved beyond a purely environmental topic into a multidisciplinary research
area that integrates management, sustainability, and technological perspectives. The dominance of managerial
disciplines indicates that current studies primarily examine how organizations develop capabilities, implement
innovation strategies, and enhance competitive advantage through incremental green innovation. At the same
time, contributions from technology- and engineering-related fields demonstrate the growing importance of
digital technologies, energy systems, and process innovation in supporting environmental and organizational
performance [21].
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Figure 4. Subject-Area Distribution of EGI Publications

The country/territory distribution shows that EGI research is dominated by publications from China,
followed by the United Kingdom and Spain. Additional contributions originate from India, Italy, the United
States, Pakistan, Australia, and Germany, indicating broad international participation while highlighting a con-
centration of research output in a limited number of leading countries/territories in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Country/Territory Distribution

To complement the descriptive mapping, author-keyword co-occurrence analysis was conducted using
VOSviewer based on Scopus data from 2021–2026. The resulting map visualizes dominant thematic clusters
and inter-topic connections within the EGI domain, helping to identify frequently discussed areas and the
relational structure among key concepts in the literature see in Figure 6.

Figure 6. VOSviewer Keyword Map

Table 3 highlights a clear concentration of EGI publications in a relatively small number of leading
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countries/territories, with one country contributing substantially more studies than the others. This pattern
indicates that the development of the EGI literature has been driven primarily by a limited group of research-
intensive regions, while contributions from other countries remain comparatively modest. Such a geographic
distribution suggests that institutional environments, economic conditions, sustainability policies, and research
priorities may shape the direction and emphasis of EGI research. Consequently, the applicability and gen-
eralizability of existing findings should be interpreted with caution, particularly when extending conclusions
across countries with different regulatory frameworks, industrial structures, and levels of sustainable innovation
development [22].

Table 3. Top 9 Countries/Territories
Country/Territory Number of documents
China 152
UK 22
Spain 20
India 15
Italy 15
USA 14
Pakistan 13
Australia 10
Germany 10

Table 4 shows that author keywords combine broad sustainability and innovation concepts with ex-
ploitative–exploratory innovation and green ambidexterity, indicating that EGI is conceptually rooted in the am-
bidexterity perspective [23]. These relationships are further illustrated through the VOSviewer co-occurrence
analysis in Figure 6.

Table 4. Top 20 Author Keywords
No Author keyword Frequency
1 Incremental innovation 29
2 Innovation 27
3 Exploitative innovation 24
4 Green innovation 23
5 Ambidextrous green innovation 21
6 Exploratory innovation 20
7 Radical innovation 18
8 Ambidextrous innovation 14
9 Sustainable development 14
10 Sustainability 13
11 Green ambidexterity 12
12 Exploitative green innovation 12
13 Exploratory green innovation 11
14 Circular economy 8
15 Green ambidexterity innovation 8
16 Green competitive advantage 8
17 Green intellectual capital 7
18 Sustainable performance 7
19 Environmental performance 7
20 Digital transformation 7
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The co-occurrence map shows that the EGI literature is centered on green innovation, ambidextrous
green innovation, incremental innovation, and the paired concepts of exploitative and exploratory innovation
[24]. Their strong interconnections indicate that EGI is predominantly studied through an ambidexterity per-
spective, while links with sustainable performance, environmental performance, dynamic capabilities, SMEs,
and eco-innovation demonstrate that the literature primarily focuses on organizational capabilities and perfor-
mance outcomes.

Following the PRISMA screening process, 50 studies were included for thematic synthesis addressing
RQ1 (EGI definitions and operationalizations) and RQ2 (antecedents, outcomes, and boundary conditions). A
summary of EGI operationalizations is presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Operationalization of EGI in the Included Studies
EGI indicator cate-
gory

Operational definition Standardized term Reference

Incremental green im-
provement

Stepwise improvements to prac-
tices, processes, and products
using existing capabilities to
enhance environmental perfor-
mance.

exploitative green in-
novation ≈ incremental
green innovation

[13, 25, 26].

Exploitative–
exploratory pairing

EGI is treated as the exploitative
(incremental) dimension, distinct
from the exploratory (radical) di-
mension

exploitative vs ex-
ploratory green innova-
tion

[26–29].

Ambidexterity umbrella Studies position EGI as a compo-
nent within an ambidexterity um-
brella construct and test the um-
brella’s effects on outcomes.

use a single umbrella
term: green ambidex-
terity (including EGI
and XGI)

[8, 30, 31].

Strategy/policy-related
green innovation

EGI appears as a green innovation
strategy choice shaped by poli-
cies/incentives or firm strategy, of-
ten discussed alongside the ex-
ploratory dimension.

Use exploitative
green innovation
when explicit; oth-
erwise, treat it as a
two-dimensional ex-
ploitative–exploratory
green innovation strat-
egy

[14, 32]

Across the reviewed studies, EGI is consistently conceptualized as incremental green innovation, em-
phasizing continuous improvements in products, processes, and organizational practices by leveraging existing
capabilities to enhance environmental performance [24]. Nevertheless, its operationalization differs across
studies. Some scholars conceptualize EGI as an independent organizational capability, whereas others define it
as the exploitative dimension of green ambidexterity, often using the terms exploitative and incremental green
innovation interchangeably [8, 13, 30, 31]. These conceptual differences are also reflected across industries.
Manufacturing studies primarily emphasize cleaner production, resource efficiency, and process optimization,
while service-oriented research highlights organizational routines, knowledge integration, and capability de-
velopment. Despite these variations in conceptualization and context, the evidence consistently shows that EGI
contributes to improved environmental and organizational performance. However, the magnitude and mech-
anisms of these effects depend on contextual conditions, complementary organizational capabilities, and the
theoretical perspectives adopted by individual studies [33–35].

Figure 7 summarizes the core attributes of EGI, capturing the character of exploitative/incremental
green innovation as stepwise refinements in organizational processes, products, and routines aimed at improv-
ing resource and energy efficiency. This framework serves as a reference for interpreting variation in EGI
operationalizations across the included studies and for distinguishing EGI from generic measures of green
innovation, thereby supporting more consistent cross-context interpretation of findings [36].
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Figure 7. Core Attributes of EGI

Across the reviewed studies, EGI is consistently associated with improved green and environmen-
tal performance, indicating that incremental improvements in products, processes, organizational routines,
and resource efficiency are the primary mechanisms through which firms enhance environmental outcomes
[19, 30, 37]. Several studies, particularly those adopting a green ambidexterity perspective, further demon-
strate that EGI contributes to sustainable, organizational, and financial performance, as well as competitive
advantage, by enabling firms to transform environmental initiatives into long-term organizational and market
value across both manufacturing and service sectors [13, 25, 38–41]. These outcomes are achieved through in-
cremental mechanisms that improve resource and energy efficiency, optimize operational processes, strengthen
organizational consistency, and reduce waste. Such mechanisms are reinforced by organizational learning,
knowledge integration, and resource coordination, while digital transformation and analytics capabilities fur-
ther accelerate continuous improvement and amplify the contribution of EGI to organizational performance
[14, 16, 42–45].

The effectiveness of EGI, however, depends on a range of organizational and environmental boundary
conditions. Internal factors, including resource orchestration capability, governance, and top-management sup-
port, determine firms’ ability to implement exploitative green innovation effectively, whereas external factors
such as environmental dynamism, regulatory pressure, stakeholder expectations, and green finance shape the
extent to which EGI generates superior organizational outcomes [9, 28, 32, 46, 47]. These findings collec-
tively support the complementary perspectives of Resource-Based View (RBV), Dynamic Capabilities Theory
(DCT), and Ambidexterity Theory by positioning EGI as a strategic organizational capability that leverages ex-
isting resources, adapts to environmental change, and balances exploitative and exploratory innovation. Consis-
tent with this perspective, the reviewed studies identify Green Marketing Orientation, organizational learning,
knowledge integration, and green strategic orientation as the dominant antecedents of EGI, while environmen-
tal regulations, stakeholder pressure, and green finance represent the principal external drivers. Although EGI
is consistently linked to environmental performance, organizational performance, competitive advantage, and
financial performance, the strength of these relationships varies across industries and organizational contexts,
reinforcing the context-dependent nature of exploitative green innovation.

Overall, the review confirms that EGI is consistently conceptualized as exploitative or incremental
green innovation, although considerable variation remains in its operationalization and measurement. Strength-
ening measurement standardization, improving transparency in indicator reporting, and validating EGI across
different industrial and national contexts are therefore essential to enhance cumulative knowledge and com-
parability. Maintaining a clear distinction between exploitative and exploratory green innovation also remains
critical to avoid conceptual overlap with broader green innovation constructs [7, 9]. The synthesized evidence
positions EGI at the intersection of internal organizational capabilities, external institutional pressures, and
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organizational performance, with green performance and competitive advantage emerging as the most consis-
tently reported outcomes. Future research should integrate RBV, DCT, and Ambidexterity Theory into unified
conceptual models, adopt standardized EGI measures, and employ longitudinal, mixed-methods, and cross-
country research designs. Greater attention should also be directed toward underexplored contexts, including
service industries, SMEs, and technology-intensive organizations, while examining the moderating roles of en-
vironmental regulations, ESG practices, and digital transformation. Collectively, this review advances the EGI
literature by synthesizing fragmented evidence into an integrated conceptual framework that clarifies dominant
relationships, explanatory mechanisms, boundary conditions, and future research directions, thereby providing
a stronger foundation for both empirical investigation and sustainability-oriented business strategies.

4. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this review provide practical implications for organizations seeking to strengthen sus-
tainability through Exploitation Green Innovation (EGI). Managers should view EGI as a strategic capability
that creates value through continuous improvements in existing products, processes, operational routines, and
resource utilization rather than relying solely on radical green innovations. This approach enables firms to
achieve environmental and business benefits with lower implementation costs and risks. Successful EGI im-
plementation depends on strong internal organizational capabilities. Organizational learning, green knowledge
management, employee competencies, cross-functional collaboration, standardized operating procedures, and
systematic performance monitoring support continuous improvement and the institutionalization of sustain-
able practices. The integration of digital technologies, including data analytics, artificial intelligence, and
digital monitoring systems, further enhances resource efficiency, process optimization, waste reduction, and
environmental decision-making. The review also demonstrates that governance mechanisms, leadership com-
mitment, resource orchestration capability, and stakeholder engagement strengthen the relationship between
EGI and organizational performance. Managers should therefore align EGI initiatives with organizational re-
sources, strategic priorities, and external regulatory requirements while maintaining a clear distinction between
exploitative and exploratory green innovation. Balancing these complementary innovation approaches can im-
prove organizational resilience, sustainable competitiveness, and long-term business performance.

5. CONCLUSION

Based on a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) guided by the Preferred Reporting Items for System-
atic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020, descriptive mapping of Scopus metadata at the screening
stage (n = 296) and thematic synthesis of 50 included studies confirm that Exploitation Green Innovation (EGI)
is generally conceptualized as exploitative/incremental green innovation. In practice, this refers to stepwise im-
provements leveraging existing organizational capabilities through process refinement, product refinement, the
strengthening of operational routines, the standardization of green activities, and enhanced resource and energy
efficiency. While conceptual agreement is relatively strong, indicator operationalizations remain heteroge-
neous, limiting cross-study comparability and the accumulation of evidence across contexts. In the dominant
variable-relational patterns, EGI is most frequently situated at the intersection of internal organizational capa-
bilities (e.g., green knowledge/learning and green strategic orientation) and external pressures or instruments
(e.g., policies, regulation, and green finance support), with primary outcomes in green performance (green
performance/environmental performance) and, in some contexts, competitive advantage and broader organi-
zational performance. These conclusions are supported by VOSviewer-based author-keyword co-occurrence
mapping, which highlights dense linkages among exploitative, exploratory, and ambidexterity as anchoring
concepts, indicating that the EGI domain has been shaped by debates on the separation of exploitative and
exploratory dimensions and their performance implications.

The findings of this study also contribute to the sustainability literature by demonstrating that Green
Marketing Orientation and Green Innovation not only enhance corporate competitiveness but also support the
achievement of sustainable development goals. The implementation of green innovation contributes to in-
creased resource efficiency, waste reduction, and the development of more environmentally friendly business
processes, thus aligning with Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 9 on Industry, Innovation, and Infrastruc-
ture, SDG 12 on Responsible Consumption and Production, and SDG 13 on Climate Action.
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