
99

International Journal 
of Innovation and 
Knowledge Management 
in Middle East & North 
Africa Vol. 2 No. 2, 2013

IJIKMMENA 
2,2

Copyright © 2013 WASD

The current issue and full text archive of this journal 
is available at http://www.worldsustainable.org

An empirical study of ex-
ploring and confirming a re-
liable scale to measure the 
level of market orientation 
in a resource-based economy

Abdulmonem Al-Shirawi*1, Said El-Hajjar2

Ahlia University, Kingdom of Bahrain
and

Charles Dennis3

University of Lincoln, UK

Abstract
Purpose: This paper attempts to empirically explore and confirm a scale that 
was developed to measure the level of market orientation in a resource-based 
economy among financial services providers. 
Design/methodology/approach: This will be undertaken through the collection of 
primary data and testing of the extent to which such data fit with the model that 
was developed. A reliability test was therefore employed together with exploratory 
and confirmatory factor analysis, building the measurement model and using SPSS 
and SPSS AMOS software. This was undertaken through the collection of primary 
data and testing of the extent to which such data fit with the model.
Findings: This model is set with four constructs, namely: corporate culture, 
strategy formulated and implemented, structure and systems employed, and 
market-orientated activities. Each of these identified constructs is measured 
by three items, apart from the “strategy formulated and implemented” con-
struct, which is measured by four items. The results were supported by experi-
mental design and statistical analysis outputs. 
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Originality/value: Most of the previous work covering the market orienta-
tion construct used models that were developed in a different context with 
different level of economic development and cultural backgrounds. Data 
were collected directly from management within the financial services sec-
tor and reflect their views and perceptions of the businesses level of market 
orientation. These are considered the most reliable data available in this 
context. 
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Introduction

During the last two decades the concept of market orientation has 
received increasing interest from academics and practitioners (Kohli 
and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Deshpandé et al., 1993; 
Day, 1990 and 1994; Ruekert, 1992; Kohli et al., 1993). Moreover, 
the literature is rich with studies which attempt to measure the level 
of market orientation as well as its consequences on organizational 
performance (Deng and Dart, 1994; Harris, 1996; Kumar et al, 
1998; Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Baker, 2002; Homburg et al., 
2004; Nwokah, 2008; Gray, 2010; Kumar et al., 2011). In fact, since 
1993, most of the measurement scales employed to measure market 
orientation in different contexts have either adopted the original 
scales developed in a different context such as the scales developed 
by Narver and Slater (1990), Kohli et al. (1993) and Deshpandé 
et al. (1993), or a version adapted from these scales. Furthermore, 
the only two studies that have been conducted in a resource-based 
economy (Saudi Arabia) by Bhuian (1997 and 1998) employed an 
adapted version of an existing scale that was developed in a different 
context with a different cultural background and a different level of 
economical development. Accordingly, one may wonder if scales that 
have been developed in such different contexts would be understood 
and interpreted in the same way where these scales were originally 
developed. Therefore, it is clear that the literature provides hardly 
any previous studies that attempt to explore the dimensions and 
constructs of market orientation in resource-based economies.  
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Literature review 

Churchill (1979) criticized the way marketers measure their variables. 
He also criticized marketers’ definitions and measures of the reliability 
and validity of what they are using to measure the various constructs. He 
suggested an alternative framework and procedures by which measures of 
constructs can be developed successfully. Accordingly, he claimed that 
“the rigour with which the rules are specified and the skill with which 
they are applied determine whether the construct has been captured 
by the measure” (Churchill, 1979, p. 65). In addition, he argued that 
undertaking the sampling process systemically and scientifically is not 
enough to provide content validity of the scale employed. Furthermore, 
the ambiguity of the questions and other influences tend to produce 
errors in the measure due to human factors (Churchill, 1979). It is worth 
noting that if respondents have to guess the meaning of a vague question 
in the questionnaire, then the “subsequent calculation of item-to-total 
correlation will then suggest the item to be eliminated” (Churchill, 
1979, p. 69). Churchill (1979) also claimed that “specifying the domain 
of the construct, generating items that exhaust the domain, and 
subsequently purifying the resulting scale should produce a measure 
which is valid and reliable” (Churchill, 1979, p. 70). Accordingly, he 
suggested that researchers undertaking applied research should ensure 
that they complete the process through four steps. These four steps 
comprise articulating a precise and clear definition, generating items 
that capture the specified domain, purifying the measures and assessing 
the reliability and validity of the scale. 

However, different studies have used the Narver and Slater scale 
(1990). Kohli et al. (1993) suggested scales of market orientation 
based on the assumption that these measures have been developed 
and refined, which has led to valid and reliable results being produced 
(Diamantopoulos and Hart, 1993; McDermott et al., 1993; Greenley, 
1995a and b; Pitt et al., 1996; Appiah-Adu, 1997; Harris and Piercy, 
1999; Lonial and Raju, 2001; Atuahene-Gima and Ko, 2001; 
Calantone et al., 2003). 

But if market orientation is about being able to create and deliver 
value to customers through a comprehensive understanding of their 
needs and wants and being responsive to the generated intelligence, then 
the achievement of customer satisfaction and retention is the ultimate 
goal. However, Jones and Sasser (1995) argued that sometimes customer 
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satisfaction does not correlate highly with the organization’s performance, 
or it does not keep up with changes that occur in the customers’ needs 
and wants. In addition, Woodruff (1997) argued that the application 
of customer satisfaction measurement has fallen short of its promise 
for several reasons. He explained that although many organizations set 
goals for customer satisfaction, few of them have rigorously measured 
it. In fact, Dutka (1994) argued that even though companies measure 
customer satisfaction, they do not act on their findings. Therefore, he 
asserts that a thorough understanding of the customer-perceived value 
and what drives customer evaluation can provide guidance to managers 
in order to design and deliver their response. 

On the other hand, Gray et al. (1998) claimed that academics 
and practitioners have failed to provide empirical support for market 
orientation. They explained that this is because both academics and 
practitioners fail to establish a model of market orientation that can be 
generalized and can precisely and adequately measure market orientation 
in different contexts to enable managers to employ it and pinpoint their 
organization’s shortcomings. They claimed that the problem is partly 
related to definitions because there seems to be confusion between the 
term “market orientation” and the implementation of that concept. They 
claimed that another difficult problem is the unresolved issue of how to 
measure company performance, especially as the debate continues “over 
the applicability and reliability of various organizational and social 
measures” (Gray et al., 1998, p. 885). Therefore, they argued that “given 
the diverse range of research methodologies, measures and sample frames 
employed, it is unsurprising that there has been only limited validation” 
(Gray et al., 1998, p. 885). In addition, they asserted that Narver and 
Slater’s scale (1990) has been validated to some degree in both the 
Canadian (Deng and Dart, 1994) and UK (Greenley, 1995a and 1995b) 
contexts, while the Kohli et al. (1993) scale has not received enough 
attention from researchers attempting to develop market-orientation 
measures in contexts other than the USA. 

Furthermore, Lado et al. (1998) claimed that even though Kohli et 
al.’s (1993) empirical procedure “is more systematic than Narver and 
Slater (1990)”, it has received certain criticism (Lado et al., 1998, p. 
24). They also noted that Kohli et al.’s (1993) work has been criticized 
on a methodological basis because they employed small samples from 
different economic sectors without providing information related to the 
type, nature and characteristics of these organizations. 
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Harris and Ogbonna (1999) argued that cultural theorists have 
continually claimed that in order to reveal cultural breadth and depth, 
culture must be examined in depth terms. They added that the nature and 
limitations of certain forms of quantitative research prevent researchers 
from exploring certain aspects of organizational culture. Therefore, they 
claimed that because of such difficulties in examining the organizational 
culture, Kohli and Jaworski (1990) focused on the behaviour and systems 
employed. This may be why Kohli and Jaworski (1990) were not able to 
capture the breadth of any given business’s culture in their study (Harris 
and Ogbonna, 1999). They pointed out that the limitations of the 
existing conceptualization of market-oriented culture and the theories 
of developing a market-oriented culture indicate that there is a need 
for further theoretical development in order to enhance the body of 
knowledge. They continued, arguing that conceptualization of market 
orientation cannot be comprehensive and complete due to the absence 
of cultural components. In fact, they argued, there is a need to develop 
a more advanced conceptualization of the market-oriented culture that 
takes into account the cultural incongruence and inconsistency. 

Furthermore, with regard to cross-national measurements of market 
orientation, Deshpandé and Farley (1999) asserted that a major concern 
is whether the scales developed and tested in a given national culture and 
context can be usefully transferred to other environments and contexts. 
Therefore, they argued, Deshpandé et al.’s (1993) scale has the broadest 
international application even in developing countries such as India, 
China, Vietnam and Thailand and industrialized countries such as Hong 
Kong, Japan, England and Germany. On the other hand, they reported 
that Kohli et al.’s scale (1993) was shown to be highly reliable when 
applied in Scandinavia. They concluded that the scales have proven 
reliability when used in different countries and cultures than those in 
which they were developed. However, it is worth noting the question of 
whether the market-orientation scales suggested by Narver and Slater 
(1990), Kohli et al. (1993), Deshpandé et al. (1993) and Deshpandé and 
Farley (1999) will prove reliable in contexts other than those in which 
they were previously employed and tested. 

It is clear from the literature that there are various views and 
assessments related to the scales that have been employed to measure 
levels of market orientation in different contexts. To this end, a 
qualitative study was conducted employing interviews and focus groups, 
which identified the market-orientation constructs in a resource-based 
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economy, and tested the reliability of the developed scale (Al-Shirawi 
and Hajjar, 2012). 

Research question

The present study aims to determine factors to measure the level of 
market orientation in a resource-based economy. In this paper, the 
research question is:   

What are the results of exploring and confirming a reliable scale to 
measure the level of market orientation in a resource-based economy? 

Methodology

In order to be able to evaluate the suggested developed scale, which 
consists of five constructs: the corporate culture, strategy formulated, 
strategy implemented, structure and systems employed, and market-
oriented activities (see Appendix A), and in order to explore 
and confirm this scale, this paper will undertake exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis (EFA and CFA), followed by path analysis. 
A random sample of 139 responses representing the financial services 
businesses including banks, investment and insurance companies was 
selected through an online questionnaire distributed via the internet. 
A letter was sent to each financial services provider on the central 
Bank of Bahrain registration list. A follow-up was carried out by via 
telephone calls and emails. The collected data were subjected to a 
normality assumption test, EFA, CFA and path analysis. However, 
because there were no missing values (except for item 5 of the market-
oriented activities, which was associated with a high missing value) the 
entire body of collected data was used.

Analysis of results

This section presents a summary of the main survey results, and then 
goes through these in detail.

Testing the normality assumption

A visual inspection of the data graphs shows that the distribution of 
values for some of the variables was not clustered around a straight line, 
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which indicated that there was deviation from normality. However, 
at this stage of the analysis there was no adjustment made (such as 
transformation of the data). The other methods employed were skewness 
and kurtosis. Kurtosis is the “peakedness” or “flatness”, a measure of 
distribution compared to normal distribution (Hair et al., 2010). For 
a normal distribution, the value of the kurtosis is zero. Skewness is a 
measure of the asymmetry of a distribution that is used to describe the 
balance of the distribution. In this study, the analysis indicated that some 
variables (CC1, CC2, CC3, and CC4) fell outside the acceptable range 
for values of skewness and kurtosis between -3 and +3 (Hair et al., 2010). 
However, because of the size of the sample, one could argue that the 
impact of skewness and kurtosis might not make a substantive difference 
in further analyses (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

Based on the pilot survey result, all measurement items were subjected 
to a series of factor analysis with varimax rotation to reduce the 
set of variables to a relatively smaller and more parsimonious set. 
Therefore, in order to explore whether a factor analysis would be 
meaningful, it was necessary to undertake the KMO and Bartlett’s 
test of Sphericity (Cohen and Cohen, 1983; Kaiser, 1974; Janssens 
et al., 2008; Hair et al., 2010). A random sample of 139 respondents 
was selected and treated using SPSS software. The results are shown 
in Table 1 (see Appendix B); Bartlett’s test of Sphericity aims to 
determine if there is a high enough degree of correlation between 
the variables included. The null hypothesis here is H0: the items are 
uncorrelated. Table 1, Appendix B, shows that the p-value = 0.000 
< 0.001, therefore making a factor analysis meaningful. In addition, 
since the global statistic Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy is 0.898 > 0.50, it demonstrates that a factor analysis may 
be performed (see Field, 2009). Furthermore, the component matrix 
represented in Table 2 (Appendix B) only contains values for the 
five relevant factors, and these values are also referred to as “factor 
loading”, which corresponds to the correlation between a set of factor 
scores and a set of scores for an original variable (Janssens et al., 2008; 
Field, 2009; Hair et al., 2010). Table 2, Appendix B, shows that the 
correlation between the variables and the factors is not exclusive. 
Therefore, all of the variables are correlated to a greater or lesser 
degree with all the factors, although this may be much less applicable 
to one factor than another.
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SPSS provides two options: unrotated factor extraction that lists 
factors in descending order with the highest loading factor listed on top, 
extracted based on an Eigen value greater than 1; and rotated factor 
extraction. The unrotated factor extraction suffers from the limitation 
that most items should load or correlate with the first component (factor) 
which makes interpretation difficult (Kline, 1994). Other researchers 
suggest that working with the rotated factor solution is better (Rattray 
and Jones, 2007). Therefore, in order to better guarantee the exclusivity 
of the relationship between a variable and a factor, it is recommended to 
work with the rotated factor structure as indicated in Table 3 (Appendix 
B). Many researchers, such as Boudreau et al. (2001) and Hair et al. (1998), 
have recommended that the minimum acceptable factor loading on the 
variables should be 0.4 after rotation, so any factor that is cross-loading 
on variables up to 0.4 is acceptable. Furthermore, where cross-loadings 
observed were marginally beyond 0.4, such variables were retained due 
to their importance to the research, a particular factor based on content 
and their necessity to be included in measuring marketing orientation. 

The results of Table 3 (Appendix B) show that there are four 
components rather than five. These results also show that the strategy 
formulated (SF) and strategy implemented (SI) components load 
together and thus measure the same thing. This is based upon the 
direct relationship between the processes of strategy formulated and 
strategy implemented. In fact, West et al. (2006) suggested a marketing 
strategy formulation and implementation grid illustrating such a direct 
relationship and argue that success can be achieved through adequate 
formulation and implementation processes (see also Henry, 2008; Johnson 
et al., 2011). Furthermore, Deshpandé (1999) has argued that a market 
orientation is a corporate culture that guides the entire organization to 
focus on the customer as a focal point and responds to his/her needs and 
expectations through its formulated and implemented strategy to create 
and deliver superior value to its customers. In addition, Deshpandé and 
Farley (1999) proposed their 10-item scale with one item measuring the 
strategy formulated and implemented. Therefore, based on such direct 
relationship and interdependency between the strategy formulation and 
implementation processes, one can argue that conceptualizing these two 
components as one component is acceptable and justifiable. 

The results of Table 3 (Appendix B) also indicate that SI5, SF5, 
CC1 and SF1 should be dropped because they do not load on the “right” 
factors. The remaining four components are: structure and systems 
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employed (SSE) expressed by the five items SSE1, SSE2, SSE3, SSE4, 
SSE5; strategy formulated and implemented (SF/SI) expressed by the 
seven variables SF2, SF3, SF4, SI1, SI2, SI3, SI4; corporate culture (CC) 
expressed by the four variables CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5; and market-
oriented activities (MOA) expressed by the four variables MOA1, 
MOA2, MOA3, MOA4. 

Table 3 (Appendix B) also shows that there was cross-loading 
between certain factors, which might indicate problems. However, no 
item had cross-loading above 0.4 on the wrong trust construct except 
for SI4 (0.393 ≈ 0.4) (see Costello and Osborne, 2005; McKnight et 
al., 2002; Boudreau et al., 2001; Hair et al., 2010). Principal component 
analysis was used to estimate the communalities, which is a widely used 
method in EFA (Janssens et al., 2008). This may be an indication that 
item SI4 should be kept out of the analysis. However, for the time 
being, this item will continue to be included in the CFA. Hence for 
a visual representation that specifies the model’s constructs, indicator 
variables and interrelationships, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
should be carried out. CFA provides quantitative measures of the 
reliability and validity of the constructs. With these results, this study 
will carry out the CFA on the holdout sample using only four factors: 
CC, SISF, SSE and MOA.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

Structural equation modelling (SEM) is employed to test the 
measurement model and structural model (see Anderson and 
Gerbing, 1988; Janssens et al., 2008; Hair et al., 2010). In fact the 
two-stage approach was recommended by Anderson and Gerbing 
(1988) and was therefore adopted in this research. Accordingly, this 
study will start with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using SPSS 
AMOS 18 in order to specify the causal relationships between the 
observed factors (items) and the underlying theoretical constructs. 
The paths or causal relationships between the underlying exogenous 
and endogenous constructs are then specified in the structural model, 
which is the second stage. On the basis of a hypothesis test, CFA 
may then be used to discover to what degree the different assumed 
variables also measure that particular factor. Confirmatory factor 
analysis is a technique employed to test whether the theoretically 
imposed structure of the underlying construct exists in the observed 
data (Anderson and Gerbing, 1982; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Janssens et 
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al., 2008; Hair et al., 2010). It facilitates testing whether the indicators 
of a specific construct converge or share the high proportion of 
variance in common. Moreover, confirmatory factor analysis is used 
to test discriminate validity of the constructs, i.e. the extent to which 
a construct is truly distinct from other constructs. 

The original BO CFA model presented in Figure 1 represents a 
model which is not significant for certain indicators. There is a low 
factor loading with the following indicators: CC5, SI4, SF2, MOA1 
and SSE1, as these factors are loading below 0.7 (Janssens et al., 2008; 
Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, this model should be modified by dropping 
these items. On the other hand, this research finally conceptualized 
“strategy formulated” and “strategy implemented” as one construct. 
Moreover, SF2 could be cross-loading with SF4 as the obtained 
competitive advantage is an integral part of the strategy formulated 
based on understanding customer expectations. In addition, the SI4 
variable may be cross-loading with SI3, as responding quickly to 
changes in customer expectations is directly related to the coordinated 
efforts of the business based on understanding such changes. One could 
also argue that there might be no direct effect of the organization 
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structure and the strategy implementation process. Furthermore, the 
MOA1 item seems to be cross-loading with MOA4, as communication 
feedback across all business functions and disseminating customer 
satisfaction feedback measure the same activity.

Modification produces a better model as shown in Figure 2. However, 
the RMSEA is 0.108, which is above the guideline of 0.08, so other fit 
statistics will also be considered. 

However, after many modifications through the “Trial and Error 
Method”, this study presents the improved model in Figure 3, shown 
below:

Results and discussion

The results of the CFA show that there is a relatively high covariance 
between the four constructs and the goodness of fit, and path analysis 
indicates acceptable indices. The model can be tested using a structure 
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equation model and employs a sample of financial services businesses, 
including banks, investment companies and insurance companies. 
The confirmatory factor analysis showed that the model has a 
significant fit with the data. Tables 4 to 13 in Appendix B show that 
the CMIN/DF (normed Chi-Square) is a value equal to 2.131, which 
is between 2 and 5 so is considered acceptable. The GFI, an absolute 
fit index, is 0.892. This value is approximately 0.90, which is tolerable 
for this model considering the sample size (Janssens et al., 2008; Hair 
et al., 2010). The same is true for the AGFI (the parsimony fit index), 
which is 0.834 and is therefore also tolerable for this model. The CFI, 
the incremental fit index is 0.956; the NFI is 0.921; the RFI is 0.896; 
the IFI is 0.957 and the TLI is 0.942, so these incremental fit indices 
indicate an acceptable fit. Guidelines indicate that the NFI should be 
>0.90 for a model of this complexity and sample size (Janssens et al., 
2008; Hair et al., 2010). The RMSEA, an absolute fit index, is 0.091. 
This value is a little high and above 0.08; however, being below 0.1, 
it is acceptable for a model with 13 measured variables and a sample 
size of 139 (Hair et al., 2010; Janssens et al., 2008). 
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Implications of research findings 

The theoretical implications are discussed in the following section, 
followed by the managerial implications.

Theoretical implications

This study was conducted on the basis of gaps found in the literature, 
i.e. what constitutes market orientation in a resource-based economy, 
so a measurement scale was developed and its reliability was tested 
(Al-Shirawi and Hajjar, 2012). Therefore, this study first explored and 
confirmed such a scale. Moreover, while Farrell and Oczkowski (1997) 
questioned the suitability of the MKTOR scale as a composite measure 
of market orientation, Gray et al. (1998) asserted that academics and 
practitioners have failed to provide a model of market orientation that 
can be generalized and can adequately measure market orientation 
in different contexts. Although the Narver and Slater scale has been 
validated to some degree in different contexts (Deng and Dart, 1994; 
Greenley, 1995 a and b), such validation has been done in similar contexts. 
Furthermore, the cross-national application of a suggested measurement 
scale and model is intended to explore whether it can be applied in 
different contexts (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998). Second, there is a lack 
of empirical studies on market orientation in a resource-based economy. 
Although two studies have been conducted in a resource-based economy 
(Bhuian, 1997 and 1998) they did not attempt to identify the concept 
constructs in such contexts and therefore employed an adapted version 
of an existing scale, which was developed in another context. Third, 
there is a lack of exploratory models and theory-building studies in the 
area of market orientation in this context. 

Managerial implications  

This study has focused on market orientation among financial services 
providers operating within a resource-based economy. The financial 
services sector is expanding, especially in the Gulf region and the Middle 
East. Although these economies are basically driven by natural and 
other resources, there have been several attempts in various countries 
to diversify in order to obtain a more sustainable development. These 
efforts have been combined with economical and political reformations 
including liberating the markets, encouraging the private sector to 
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play a major role in the economical development and privatization of 
state-owned companies including services such as power supply. For 
example, the financial services sector in Bahrain has been contributing 
to the Gross National Product by over 23% during the last three years. 
In addition, there has been an increasing role and contribution from 
the manufacturing and resources transformation industry. Therefore, the 
development and purification of such a scale and model can help all 
businesses and organizations, especially those operating or attempting to 
operate in the international and global markets. 

Therefore companies, whether operating within financial services, 
other services, or industrial sectors can influence their level of market 
orientation. This will help them to stay ahead of their customers by 
anticipating their future needs, manage their expectations, and stay ahead 
of their competitors. Therefore managers, especially top management, 
need to focus on creating and maintaining a market-oriented corporate 
culture within their organizations. They need to signal out to the entire 
organization their commitment to focus on customer satisfaction, 
emphasizing that serving customers is most important to their businesses. 
Such a corporate culture can guide all members of the organization to 
focus on creating and delivering superior value to the customers. This can 
also encourage the businesses in reviewing their product development 
efforts in order to ensure that their products or services are in line with 
what the customer wants and expects. 

Limitations of this study

All research projects experience certain limitations, and this study is no 
exception. Therefore, the following section elaborates on the limitations 
posed by this research setting, the research design and measurement issues.

Although this study managed to explore and confirm the constructs 
of market orientation within a resource-based economy, and the 
endeavor was worthwhile, it was not without limitations. It is possible 
that important antecedents such as employees’ marketing training, 
intelligence generation and market conditions mediators were not 
included in the research conceptual model. It is also possible that the 
strategies were not formulated and implemented as separate constructs. 

A further limitation is that the survey used a combination of items 
adopted from other measurement scales from the literature, which were 
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refined by using the results of the qualitative study (Al-Shirawi and 
Hajjar, 2012). However, although all the proposed measurements of 
both scales displayed relatively acceptable reliability, some measurement 
items were eliminated during the EFA, CFA and path analysis process.     

Furthermore, although the financial services providers’ total 
population was targeted for the main survey, the political situation 
during 2011 led a number of these institutions to shift their offices and 
operations outside Bahrain, which limited the number of responses 
received. In addition, some of these financial services providers, such as 
money exchange institutions and bank representatives are small business 
organizations that were not fully operating in this context, and therefore 
did not respond despite the researcher following them up. Moreover, 
some of these institutions were registered as retailer and wholesaler 
banks. Therefore, although the total population was over 350 financial 
institutions, only 139 responses were received, and such a relatively 
small sample might have influenced the analysis of the results using 
SPSS AMOS software.  

Conclusion

Based on the sample data, we can conclude that market orientation in 
this context is multi-dimensional with four constructs that comprise 
market-oriented organizational corporate culture, formulated and 
implemented strategy, organizational structure and systems employed, and 
market-oriented activities. While it is assumed that the market-oriented 
corporate culture and the strategy formulated and implemented are the 
exogenous variables, the structure and systems employed and the market-
oriented activities are the endogenous variables which could be explored 
and tested through the path analysis and structural equation modelling 
approach in the future. However, we can conclude from the findings that 
creating a market-oriented corporate culture that guides all members of 
the organization to focus on creating and delivering superior value to 
customers, and fosters top management commitment to continuously 
emphasize that serving the customer is crucial to the business success is an 
important determinant of market orientation in this context. 

Additionally, the business responses in formulating and implementing 
a strategy based on a periodic review of their products and services to ensure 
that they meet customers’ existing and future needs and expectations 
is crucial in the process of enhancing the level of market orientation. 
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Moreover, such strategy must take into account the intelligence generated 
and disseminated through all levels and be related to monitoring the 
business level of commitment to serve their customers and respond quickly 
to changes in their customers’ expectations. This can be fostered through 
the design of an effective management information system that facilitates 
generation and dissemination of the generated intelligence. Additionally, 
these business organizations need to regularly and systematically measure 
their customers’ levels of satisfaction, establishing measures of customer 
service and ensuring the regular dissemination of customer feedback at all 
levels in their business organization.

References

Al-Shirawi, A. and Hajjar, S. (2012), “Developing a scale to measure 
the level of market orientation in the financial services sector within 
a resource-based economy”, Paper presented at the International 
Conference on Economics Marketing and Management, IPEDR Vol. 
28 (20-12) LACSIT Press, Singapore.

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1982), “Some methods for 
respecifying measurement models to obtain unidimensional construct 
measurement”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 19, pp. 453-460.

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural Modeling 
in Practice: A review and recommended two-step approach”, 
Psychological Bulletin, Vol.103, pp. 411-423.

Appiah-Adu, K. (1997), “Market Orientation and Performance: Do 
the Findings Established in Large Firms Hold in the Small Business 
Sector?”, Journal of Euromarketing, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 1-26.

Atuahene-Gima, K. (1995), “An Exploratory Analysis of the Impact of 
Market Orientation on New Product Performance: A Contingency 
Approach”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 12, pp. 
275-293. 

Atuahene-Gima, K. and Ko, A. (2001), “An empirical investigation of 
the effect of market orientation and entrepreneurship orientation 
alignment on product innovation’, Organization Science, Vol. 12, No. 
1, pp. 54-74.

Baker, W.E. (2002), “Market orientation, learning orientation, and 
product innovation: Delivering into the organization’s black box”, 
Journal of Marketing Focused Management, Vol. 5, pp. 5-23.



IJIKMMENA  
2,2

115

Bhuian, S.N. (1997), “Exploring Market Orientation in Banks: An 
Empirical Examination in Saudi Arabia”, Journal of Business Research, 
Vol. 43, pp. 13-25.

Bhuian, S.N. (1998), “An Empirical Examination of Market Orientation 
in Saudi Arabian Manufacturing Companies”, Journal of Service 
Marketing, Vol. 11, No. 5, pp. 317-328.

Boudreau, M.D., Gefen, D. and Straub, D. (2001), “Validation in IS 
research: A state-of- the-art assessment”, MIS Quart, Vol. 25, No. 
1, pp. 1-24.

Calantone, R., Garcia, R. and Dröge, C. (2003), “The effects of 
environmental turbulence on new product development strategy 
planning”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 20, pp. 
90-103.

Churchill, G.A. Jr. (1979), “A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures 
of Marketing Constructs”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 16, pp. 
64-73. 

Cohen, J. and Cohen, P. (1983), Applied multiple regression correlation 
analysis for the behavioral sciences, 2nd edition, Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates, New Jersey.

Costello, A.B. and Osborne, J.W. (2005), “Best practices in exploratory 
factor analysis: Four recommendations for getting the most from your 
analysis”, Practical Assessment Research and Evaluation, Vol. 10, No. 
7, pp. 1-9.

Day, G.S. (1990), “Market Driven Strategy: Processes for Creating 
Value”, The Free Press, New York, NY. 

Day, G.S. (1994), “The capabilities of market-driven organizations”, 
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 58, No. 4, pp. 37-52. 

Deng, S. and Dart, J. (1994), “Measuring Market Orientation: A Multi-
factor, Multi-item Approach”, Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 
10, pp. 725-742.

Deshpandé, R. (1999), ‘Introduction’, Developing a Market 
Orientation, Edited by Deshpandé, R., SAGE Publications, 
London and New Delhi.

Deshpandé, R. and Farley, J.U. (1998), “Measuring market orientation: 
generalization and synthesis”, Journal of Market-Focused Management, 
Vol. 2, No. 3, pp. 213-232. 



Measure the 
level of market 
orientation in a 
resource-based 

economy

116

Deshpandé, R. and Farley, J.U. (1999), “Corporate Culture and Market 
Orientation: Comparing Indian and Japanese Firms”, Journal of 
International Marketing, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 111-127. 

Deshpandé, R., Farley, J.U. and Webster, F.E. (1993), “Corporate 
culture, customer orientation, and innovativeness in Japanese firms: 
a quadrad analysis”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 57, pp. 23-37. 

Diamantopoulos, A. and Hart, S. (1993), “Linking Market Orientation 
and Company Performance: Preliminary Evidence on Kohli and 
Jaworski’s Framework”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol.1, pp. 93-121.

Dutka, A. (1994), AMA Handbook for Customer Satisfaction, NTC 
Business Books, Lincolnwood, IL.

Farrell, M.A. and Oczkowski, E. (1997), “An Analysis of the MKTOR 
and MARKOR Measures of Market Orientation: An Australian 
Perspective”, Marketing Bulletin, Vol. 8, pp. 30-40.

Field, A. (2009), Discovering Statistics using SPSS, 3rd edition. SAGE 
Publications Ltd, London.

Gray, B. (2010), “Fine tuning market oriented practices”, Business 
Horizons, Vol. 53, pp. 371-383.

Gray, B., Greenley, G.E., Matear, S.M. and Matheson, P.K. (1999), 
“Thriving on Turbulence”, Journal of Marketing Focused Management, 
Vol. 4, pp. 231-257.

Gray, B., Matear, S., Boshoff, C. and Matheson, P. (1998), “Developing 
a Better Measure of Market Orientation”, European Journal of 
Marketing, Vol. 32, 9/10, pp. 884-903.

Greenley, G.E. (1995a), “Forms of market orientation in UK companies”, 
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 32, No. 1, pp. 47-66. 

Greenley, G.E. (1995b), “Market orientation and company performance: 
empirical evidence from UK companies”, British Journal of 
Management, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp. 1-13. 

Hair, J.F., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C. (1998), 
Multivariate Data Analysis with Readings, 5th edition. Prentice Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Hair, J.F. Jr., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and Anderson, R.E. (2010), 
Multivariate Data Analysis: Global Perspective, 7th edition. Pearson 
Prentice Hall, New Jersey.



IJIKMMENA  
2,2

117

Harris, L.C. (1996), “Benchmarking against the theory of market 
orientation”, Management Decision, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp. 25-29. 

Harris, L.C. and Piercy, N.F. (1999), “Management behavior and the 
barriers to market orientation”, Journal of Services Marketing, Vol. 13, 
No. 2, pp. 113-131. 

Harris, L. and Ogbonna, E. (1999), “Developing a market oriented 
culture: A critical evaluation”, Journal of Management Study, Vol. 36, 
No. 2, pp.177-196.

Henry, A. (2008), Understanding Strategic Management, Oxford University 
Press Inc., New York.

Homburg, C., Krohmer, H. and Workman, J.P. (2004), “A strategy 
implementation perspective of market orientation”, Journal of 
Business Research, Vol. 57, pp. 1331-1340.

Hu, L.T. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in 
covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new 
alternative structural equation modeling”, Structural Equation 
Modeling, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-55.

Janssens, W., Wijnen, K., De Pelsmacker, P. and Van Kenhove, P. (2008), 
Marketing Research with SPSS, Prentice Hall – FT, England.

Jaworski, B.J. and Kohli, A.K. (1993), “Market orientation: antecedents 
and consequences”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 57, pp. 53-70. 

Johnson, G., Whittington, R. and Scholes K. (2011), Exploring Strategy-
Texts and Cases, 9th edition. Pearson Education Limited, England.

Jones, T.O. and Sasser, W.E. (1995), “Why Satisfied Customers Defect”, 
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 73, No. 6 (November-December), 
pp.88-99.

Kaiser, H.F. (1974), “An index for factorial simplicity”, Psychometrika, 
Vol. 3, pp. 31-36.

Kline, P. (1994), An Easy Guide to Factor Analysis, Routledge, London.

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

Kohli, A.K., Jaworski, B.J. and Kumar, A. (1993), “MARKOR: a 
measure of market orientation”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 
30, pp. 467-477. 



Measure the 
level of market 
orientation in a 
resource-based 

economy

118

Kumar, K., Subramanian, R. and Yauger, C. (1998), “Examining the 
Market-Orientation-Performance Relationship: A Context Specific 
Study”, Journal of Management, Vol. 24, No. 2, pp. 201-233.

Kumar, V., Jones, E., Venkatesan, R. and Leone, R.P. (2011), “Is market 
orientation a source of sustainable competitive advantage or simply 
the cost of competing? ”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 75, pp. 16-30.

Lado, N., Maydeu-Olivares, A. and Rivera, J. (1998), “Measuring Market 
Orientation in Several Populations: A Structural Equations Model”, 
European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 32, No. 1/2, pp. 23-39.

Lonial, S.C. and Raju, P.S. (2001), “The impact of environmental 
uncertainty on the market orientation-performance relationship: 
A study of the hospital industry”, Journal of Economic and Social 
Research, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 5-27.

McDermott, D.R., Franzak, F.J. and Little, M.W. (1993), “Does marketing 
relate to hospital profitability”, Marketing Health Services, Vol. 13, 
No. 2, pp. 18-25.

McKnight, D.H., Choudhury, V. and Kacmar, C. (2002), “Developing 
and Validating Trust Measures for E-Commerce: An Integrative 
Typology”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 334-359.

Narver, J.C. and Slater, S.F. (1990), “The effect of a market orientation 
on business profitability”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54, pp. 20-35. 

Nwokah, N.G. (2008), “Strategic Market Orientation and Business 
Performance: The study of food and beverage organizations in 
Nigeria”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 279-286.

Pitt, L., Caruana, A. and Berthon, P. (1996), “Market Orientation and 
Business Performance: Some European Evidence”, International 
Marketing Review, Vol. 13, pp. 43-60.

Rattray, J. and Jones, M.C. (2007), “Essential elements of questionnaire 
design and development”, Journal of Clinical Nursing, Vol. 16, pp. 
234-243.

Ruekert, R.W. (1992), “Developing a Market Orientation: An 
organizational strategy perspective”, International Journal of Research 
in Marketing, Vol. 9, pp. 225-245. 

Tabachnick, B.G. and Fidell, L.S. (2001), Using Multivariate Statistics, 4th 
edition, Allyan & Bacon, Boston.



IJIKMMENA  
2,2

119

West, D., Ford, J. and Ibrahim, E. (2006), Strategic Marketing, Oxford 
University Press.

Woodruff, R.B. (1997), “Customer Value: The Next Source for 
Competitive Advantage”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 139-153.

About the authors

Dr. Abdulmonem M. Al-Shirawi is an assistant professor in management 
and marketing at Ahlia University. Dr Abdulmonem has taught different 
courses in management and marketing for the last eight years. He 
embarked on an academic career after taking early retirement from the 
industry. He was a marketing and sales manager at Bahrain Aluminium 
Extrusion Company and then the General Manager of that company 
for many years. He also worked in the capacity of CEO at Aluminium 
Bahrain. He ran his own marketing and management consultancy for a 
number of years after retiring and conducted several studies for various 
industries throughout the Gulf States. He has supervised MBA students 
in marketing and management discipline. 

Professor Charles Dennis is professor of marketing and retailing and 
Director of Research at Lincoln Business School, Lincoln, UK. His 
teaching and research area is e-retail and consumer behaviour. Charles is 
a chartered marketer and fellow of the Chartered Institute of Marketing. 
Charles has published in journals such as the Journal of Business Research, 
the European Journal of Marketing and the Journal of Marketing 
Management. His books include Marketing the e-Business (1st and 2nd 
editions; joint-authored with Dr Lisa Harris); e-Retailing (Routledge); 
and a research monograph titled Objects of Desire: Consumer Behaviour in 
Shopping Centre Choice (Palgrave). His research into shopping styles has 
received extensive coverage in the popular media.

Dr. Said El-Hajjar is an assistant professor in mathematics and statistics 
at Ahlia University (Associate Professor in progress) and a General 
Director for Ahlia School in the Kingdom of Bahrain. Dr El-Hajjar has 
taught different courses in mathematics and statistics for over twenty 
years. He has supervised many MBA and PhD students in different 
fields of education. Outside the classroom, Said has participated  in 
presenting many scientific papers at different international conferences 
and workshops. He was a keynote speaker at the Gulf e-Commerce 



Measure the 
level of market 
orientation in a 
resource-based 

economy

120

Forum GEF 6, 2013. He has published several research papers in refereed 
international journals supporting mathematics, statistics, interactive 
learning, e-learning education, e-business and marketing. He has 
published a mathematics book with X-Libris Publishing House in the 
US titled Introductory Mathematical Analysis. His statistics book Basic 
Business Course in Statistics will be published by Author Publishing 
House in the UK by the end of December 2013.

Appendix A

This appendix illustrates the revised 25-item scale that resulted from 
the literature, the qualitative study and the feedback received from the 
academics consulted.



IJIKMMENA  
2,2

121

In
de

pe
nd

en
t v

ar
ia

bl
es

It
em

s 
to

 m
ea

su
re

 in
de

pe
nd

en
t v

ar
ia

bl
es

So
ur

ce

C
or

po
ra

te
 c

ul
tu

re
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is

O
ur

 b
us

in
es

s e
xi

st
s p

ri
m

ar
ily

 to
 se

rv
e 

cu
st

om
er

s
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 8

O
ur

 c
or

po
ra

te
 c

ul
tu

re
 g

ui
de

s a
ll 

m
em

be
rs

 o
f o

ur
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

to
 fo

cu
s o

n 
cr

ea
ti

ng
 su

pe
ri

or
 v

al
ue

 to
 o

ur
 c

us
to

m
er

s
B

as
ed

 o
n 

th
is

 re
se

ar
ch

 q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g,

 su
gg

es
te

d 
by

 p
ar

ti
ci

pa
nt

s  

O
ur

 c
or

po
ra

te
 c

ul
tu

re
 g

ui
de

s a
ll 

m
em

be
rs

 o
f o

ur
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

to
 fo

cu
s o

n 
de

liv
er

in
g 

su
pe

ri
or

 v
al

ue
 to

 o
ur

 c
us

to
m

er
s.

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

O
ur

 c
or

po
ra

te
 c

ul
tu

re
 fo

st
er

s o
ur

 to
p 

m
an

ag
em

en
t c

om
m

it
-

m
en

ts
 to

 c
on

ti
nu

ou
sl

y 
em

ph
as

iz
e 

th
at

 se
rv

in
g 

cu
st

om
er

s i
s t

he
 

m
os

t i
m

po
rt

an
t t

o 
ou

r b
us

in
es

s.

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

O
ur

 c
or

po
ra

te
 c

ul
tu

re
 fa

ci
lit

at
e 

th
e 

en
ha

nc
em

en
t o

f o
ur

 c
om

-
m

un
ic

at
io

ns
 w

it
h 

al
l s

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

St
ra

te
gy

 f
or

m
ul

at
ed

T
hi

s q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g,

 w
hi

ch
 su

pp
or

ts
 D

es
hp

an
dé

’s 
(1

99
9)

 d
efi

ni
ti

on
 o

f m
ar

ke
t o

ri
en

ta
ti

on

O
ur

 b
us

in
es

s o
bj

ec
ti

ve
s a

re
 d

ri
ve

n 
pr

im
ar

ily
 b

y 
cu

st
om

er
 

sa
ti

sf
ac

ti
on

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
es

hp
an

dé
 a

nd
 F

ar
le

y 
(1

99
9)

, I
te

m
 1

O
ur

 st
ra

te
gy

 fo
r c

om
pe

ti
ti

ve
 a

dv
an

ta
ge

 is
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

ou
r u

nd
er

-
st

an
di

ng
 o

f c
us

to
m

er
s’ 

ne
ed

s
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 4

W
e 

ar
e 

pe
ri

od
ic

al
ly

 re
vi

ew
in

g 
ou

r p
ro

du
ct

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t e
f-

fo
rt

s t
o 

en
su

re
 th

at
 th

ey
 a

re
 in

 li
ne

 w
it

h 
w

ha
t c

us
to

m
er

s w
an

t
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 Ja

w
or

sk
i a

nd
 K

oh
li 

(1
99

3)
, I

te
m

 4
 (

re
sp

on
se

 
de

si
gn

)



Measure the 
level of market 
orientation in a 
resource-based 

economy

122

O
ur

 fo
rm

ul
at

ed
 st

ra
te

gy
 is

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
a 

th
or

ou
gh

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
 

of
 c

us
to

m
er

 e
xp

ec
ta

ti
on

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

W
e 

ar
e 

m
or

e 
cu

st
om

er
-f

oc
us

ed
 th

an
 o

ur
 c

om
pe

ti
to

rs
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 7

St
ra

te
gy

 im
pl

em
en

te
d

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

 w
hi

ch
 su

pp
or

t D
es

h-
pa

nd
é’

s (
19

99
) 

de
fin

it
io

n 
of

 m
ar

ke
t o

ri
en

ta
ti

on

W
e 

co
ns

ta
nt

ly
 m

on
it

or
 o

ur
 le

ve
l o

f c
om

m
it

m
en

t t
o 

se
rv

in
g 

cu
st

om
er

 n
ee

ds
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 2

W
e 

co
ns

ta
nt

ly
 m

on
it

or
 o

ur
 le

ve
l o

f o
ri

en
ta

ti
on

 to
 se

rv
in

g 
cu

st
om

er
 n

ee
ds

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
es

hp
an

dé
 a

nd
 F

ar
le

y 
(1

99
9)

, I
te

m
 2

W
e 

ar
e 

qu
ic

kl
y 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 to

 c
ha

ng
es

 in
 o

ur
 c

us
to

m
er

s’ 
ex

pe
ct

at
io

ns
 

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

T
he

 a
ct

iv
it

ie
s o

f t
he

 d
ef

er
en

t d
ep

ar
tm

en
ts

 in
 th

is
 b

us
in

es
s 

or
ga

ni
za

ti
on

 a
re

 w
el

l c
oo

rd
in

at
ed

  
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 Ja

w
or

sk
i a

nd
 K

oh
li 

(1
99

3)
, I

te
m

 2
 a

nd
 K

oh
li 

et
 

al
. (

19
93

),
 It

em
 2

7 
(r

es
po

ns
e 

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
)

W
e 

ar
e 

qu
ic

kl
y 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 to

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 c

ha
ng

es
 in

 o
ur

 
co

m
pe

ti
to

rs
 o

ffe
ri

ng
 

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 Ja
w

or
sk

i a
nd

 K
oh

li 
(1

99
3)

, I
te

m
 5

 (
re

sp
on

se
 

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
)

D
ep

en
de

nt
 v

ar
ia

bl
es

St
ru

ct
ur

e 
an

d 
sy

st
em

s 
em

pl
oy

ed
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is
 w

hi
ch

 su
pp

or
t D

es
h-

pa
nd

é’
s (

19
99

) 
de

fin
it

io
n 

of
 m

ar
ke

t o
ri

en
ta

ti
on

O
ur

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l s

tr
uc

tu
re

 fo
st

er
s t

he
 im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

 o
f o

ur
 

st
ra

te
gy

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is



IJIKMMENA  
2,2

123

O
ur

 m
an

ag
em

en
t i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

sy
st

em
s f

ac
ili

ta
te

s t
he

 c
ol

le
c-

ti
on

 o
f m

ar
ke

t i
nf

or
m

at
io

n
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is

O
ur

 m
an

ag
em

en
t i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

sy
st

em
s f

ac
ili

ta
te

 sy
st

em
at

ic
 

di
ss

em
in

at
io

n 
of

 g
en

er
at

ed
 in

te
lli

ge
nc

e
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is

O
ur

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 a
pp

ra
is

al
 sy

st
em

 is
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

m
ar

ke
t-

lin
ke

d 
fa

ct
or

s
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is

O
ur

 a
pp

ra
is

al
 sy

st
em

 re
w

ar
ds

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s b

as
ed

 o
n 

cu
st

om
er

s 
sa

ti
sf

ac
ti

on
Q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

g 
an

d 
an

al
ys

is

M
ar

ke
t-

or
ie

nt
ed

 a
ct

iv
i-

ti
es

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 fi
nd

in
g 

an
d 

an
al

ys
is

 w
hi

ch
 su

pp
or

t D
es

h-
pa

nd
é 

(1
99

9)
 d

efi
ni

ti
on

 o
f m

ar
ke

t o
ri

en
ta

ti
on

 

W
e 

fr
ee

ly
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
e 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 o
n 

cu
st

om
er

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
es

 
ac

ro
ss

 a
ll 

bu
si

ne
ss

 fu
nc

ti
on

s
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 3

W
e 

m
ea

su
re

 c
us

to
m

er
 sa

ti
sf

ac
ti

on
 sy

st
em

at
ic

al
ly

 a
t l

ea
st

 o
nc

e 
a 

ye
ar

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
es

hp
an

dé
 a

nd
 F

ar
le

y 
(1

99
9)

, I
te

m
 5

W
e 

ha
ve

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

m
ea

su
re

s o
f c

us
to

m
er

 se
rv

ic
e

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
es

hp
an

dé
 a

nd
 F

ar
le

y 
(1

99
9)

, I
te

m
 6

W
e 

di
ss

em
in

at
e 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 o
n 

cu
st

om
er

 sa
ti

sf
ac

ti
on

 re
gu

la
rl

y 
at

 
al

l l
ev

el
s i

n 
ou

r b
us

in
es

s o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
A

do
pt

ed
 fr

om
 D

es
hp

an
dé

 a
nd

 F
ar

le
y 

(1
99

9)
, I

te
m

 1
0

C
ou

ld
 y

ou
 p

le
as

e 
gi

ve
 m

e 
so

m
e 

id
ea

 o
f a

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
ho

w
 

of
te

n 
yo

u 
su

rv
ey

 c
us

to
m

er
s t

o 
as

se
ss

 th
e 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
qu

al
it

y 
of

 
cu

st
om

er
 se

rv
ic

e?

A
do

pt
ed

 fr
om

 D
es

hp
an

dé
 a

nd
 F

ar
le

y 
(1

99
9)

, I
te

m
 9



Measure the 
level of market 
orientation in a 
resource-based 

economy

124

Appendix B

Table 1. KMO and 
Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity Business 
Organization

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .898

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 2603.824

df 276

Sig. .000
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Component

1 2 3 4 5

SI2 .849 .029 .040 -.188 -.225

SI1 .840 .095 .026 -.239 -.281

SSE3 .781 -.354 -.103 .239 -.174

MOA3 .772 -.008 -.420 -.062 -.038

SF4 .758 -.103 .334 -.264 .060

MOA2 .744 -.085 -.413 -.199 .012

SI3 .725 -.075 .133 -.188 -.114

SSE2 .724 -.430 -.001 .302 -.179

CC3 .705 .437 .168 .198 -.109

MOA4 .691 .068 -.489 -.186 .225

CC2 .687 .490 .049 .191 -.188

SF3 .687 .093 .395 -.417 -.105

CC4 .686 .447 .053 .211 -.122

SSE1 .683 -.056 -.105 .298 -.266

SSE5 .682 -.402 -.017 .174 .226

SSE4 .670 -.497 .036 .315 .082

SF2 .632 -.122 .488 -.146 .278

SI5 .626 -.301 .050 -.072 .043

CC5 .626 .214 -.057 .239 .010

SF1 .611 -.044 .080 .074 .527

MOA1 .580 .033 -.252 -.310 .205

SI4 .565 -.013 .270 -.001 .024

SF5 .553 .353 -.296 -.172 .132

CC1 .446 .493 .108 .380 .433

Extraction method: principal component analysis.
a. 5 components extracted.

Table 2. 
Component 
Matrixa factor 
loading correlation 
between variables 
and factors in BO
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Component

1 2 3 4 5

SSE2 .844 .238 .215 .132 -.003

SSE4 .825 .215 .080 .117 .236

SSE3 .799 .231 .259 .270 -.021

SSE5 .683 .249 .048 .262 .332

SSE1 .586 .131 .476 .214 -.086

SI5 .489 .409 .040 .270 .111

SF3 .077 .836 .264 .215 -.006

SF4 .302 .751 .176 .237 .172

SF2 .260 .706 .107 .052 .414

SI1 .299 .586 .436 .443 -.175

SI2 .364 .573 .402 .419 -.110

SI3 .346 .571 .246 .302 -.016

SI4 .276 .458 .269 .078 .167

CC2 .137 .244 .811 .225 .029

CC3 .165 .325 .772 .153 .128

CC4 .166 .233 .770 .221 .093

CC5 .298 .125 .544 .260 .174

MOA4 .235 .117 .193 .818 .176

MOA2 .387 .226 .167 .736 -.011

MOA3 .422 .156 .309 .693 -.015

MOA1 .124 .288 .085 .640 .155

SF5 -.029 .148 .377 .619 .131

CC1 .002 .010 .617 .103 .628

SF1 .299 .285 .150 .297 .620

Extraction method: principal component analysis 
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalization
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations

Table 3. Rotated 
Component 
Matrixa exclusivity 
of the relationship 
between a variable 
and a factor
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Default model 32 125.712 59 .000 2.131

Saturated model 91 .000 0

Independence model 13 1599.356 78 .000 20.505

Model   RMR GFI AGFI PGFI

Default model .030 .892 .834 .578

Saturated model .000 1.000

Independence model .378 .220 .090 .188

Model Table 6
NFI 

Delta1
RFI 
rho1

IFI 
Delta2

TLI 
rho2

CFI

Default model .921 .896 .957 .942 .956

Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE

Default model .091 .069 .112 .002

Independence model .376 .360 .392 .000

Table 4. Normed 
CHI-Square BO

Table 5. Absolute 
fit index and 
parsimony fit index 
BO

Table 6. An 
incremental fit 
index and other 
incremental fit 
indices BO 

Table 7. An 
absolute fit index 
BO
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Estimate

CORPCULT <--> STRFORMIMP .713

MKTORACT <--> STRUCTSYST .657

CORPCULT <--> STRUCTSYST .507

MKTORACT <--> STRFORMIMP .747

CORPCULT <--> MKTORACT .585

STRUCTSYST <--> STRFORMIMP .688

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF

Default model 29 135.018 62 .000 2.178

Saturated model 91 .000 0

Independence model 13 1599.356 78 .000 20.505

Table 8 Estimate

CC2 <--- CORPCULT .901

SI1 <--- STRFORMIMP .940

SI2 <--- STRFORMIMP .932

SF3 <--- STRFORMIMP .729

SI3 <--- STRFORMIMP .698

MOA4 <--- MKTORACT .761

MOA2 <--- MKTORACT .920

MOA3 <--- MKTORACT .933

SSE2 <--- STRUCTSYST .900

SSE3 <--- STRUCTSYST .953

SSE4 <--- STRUCTSYST .745

CC3 <--- CORPCULT .906

CC4 <--- CORPCULT .770

Table 8. 
Standardized 
regression weights: 
(group number 1 - 
default model) BO 
loading estimates

Table 9. 
Correlations: 
(group number 1 
BO - default model) 
innerconstruct 
correlations BO

Table 10. Normed 
Chi-Square model 
after modification
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Table 11. Absolute 
fit index and 
parsimony fit 
index model after 
modification

Table 12. An 
incremental fit 
index and other 
incremental fit 
indices model after 
modification

Table 13. An 
absolute fit index 
model after 
modification

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI

Default model .042 .884 .830 .602

Saturated model .000 1.000

Independence model .378 .220 .090 .188

Model 
NFI 

Delta1
RFI 
rho1

IFI 
Delta2

TLI 
rho2

CFI

Default model .916 .894 .953 .940 .952

Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Model  RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE

Default model .092 .071 .114 .001

Independence model .376 .360 .392 .000




