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The article focuses on one of the business philosophies — market orientation, and its relationship to a
company’s performance. For this purpose, two questionnaires for market orientation measurement were
developed (one adopted from Kohli and Jaworski, another - from Deng and Dart) and their reliability
and validity were evaluated. Also analysed and evaluated were the relationship between the level of
market orientation in a company and the subjective evaluation of a company’s performance - the overall
financial situation of the company, its financial situation in 1998 as compared to 1997, financial situation
of the company compared to the situation in the industry, and the financial situation of the company
compared to its competitors. The research was performed among Lithuanian furniture manufacturing

companies.

Decreasing product demand or growing com-
petition forces companies to pay more atten-
tion to new conditions in markets and chang-
ing consumers needs. Leaders such as Jan
Carlzon from SAS and Kenichi Ohmae from
McKinsey, argue that client and market ori-
ented management ensure long term interna-
tional advantages.

For more than half a century, marketing aca-
demics and practitioners have been interested
in marketing concept. Even though most au-
thors agree about the contents of marketing
concept, they have different opinions about the
ways of implementing a marketing concept.
Some authors, (Brown [6] and Baker [4]) as-

sert that marketing has two meanings — mar-
keting as a function and as a philosophy. Thus
it is possible to separate two types of compa-
nies — those, which understand marketing as a
function, and those that value marketing as a
philosophy. The first companies, in implement-
ing marketing concept in their day-to-day life,
develop their marketing departments, spread
their functions and try to ensure the effective
management of marketing functions — activi-
ties, which are usually limited to only one de-
partment. Such companies can be called mar-
keting oriented. Other companies develop and
implement a marketing strategy, which con-
forms to the company’s business strategy, and
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implementing it is a matter of the whole com-
pany. Such a company can be called market
oriented.

Lithuanian companies developed their activi-
ties in the environment of Soviet economy for
more than 50 years. There was no necessity
to use marketing functions in their activities —
naturally, they had no interest in using the mar-
keting concept as well. As soon as the Lithua-
nian economy envolved into a market economy,
a necessity to use marketing envolved as well.
Unfortunately, for majority managers, as well
as for the whole population, marketing was an
obscure, mysterious and naturally needless
activity. Such a situation existed in Lithuania
ten years ago and still exists today. Therefore,
the main problem in this research was to dem-
onstrate to managers and the community the
impact of marketing as a philosophical back-
ground for a company’s performance.

During the last decade, research by differ-
ent authors (Jaworski and Kohli [15], Deng
and Dart [7], Greenley [13], Pelham and Wilson
[21]) has shown that companies, which were
market oriented, have reached better results
than others. It is worth noticing that these stud-
ies were performed in highly developed coun-
tries — the USA, Great Britain and Germany.
However, there have been no surveys (at least
they have not been published in major market-
ing journals), which were performed in post-
Soviet countries for evaluating business orien-
tation and its impact on performance. Some
authors (Kohli, Jaworski [17] and Selnes, Slater
and Narver [25]) argue that becoming a mar-
ket oriented company is dependent on macr-
oeconomic factors (competitiveness level, pur-
chasing power, political situation or business
specifics), as well as on a company’s internal
factors. Therefore, it is possible that, due to
some macroeconomic factors in Lithuania,
market orientation is not a suitable philosophy
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for a company’s development. Thus, the main
goal of this research is to evaluate the relation-
ship between the level of market orientation in
Lithuanian companies and their performance.
In order to reach this goal, several tasks were
formulated: 1) to prepare the questionnaires for
measuring market orientation (questionnaires
developed by Kohli and Jaworski, as well as
by Deng and Dart were used); 2) to evaluate
their reliability and validity; 3) to determine the
relationship between the level of market orien-
tation and company’s performance. Lithuanian
furniture manufacturing companies have been
chosen as the subjects of the research.

The article consists of two parts: theoreti-
cal and empirical. The theoretical part was
based on an analysis of the literature (mainly
articles). It includes 1) a description of mar-
ket orientation, 2) an analysis of questionnaires
for measuring market orientation and 3) an
evaluation of previous research related to de-
termining the relationship between market ori-
entation and a company’s performance. The
empirical part of this article was based on a
survey of managers. In order to select respond-
ents, secondary data about Lithuanian fumi-
ture producing companies was collected and
telephone interviews were conducted. For
evaluation of questionnaire reliability, the
Cronbach alfa coefficient was used. To evalu-
ate the relationship between the level of acom-
pany’s market orientation and subjective evalu-
ation of performance, correlation analysis and
the Pearson coefficient were used.

Theoretical Background for Market
Orientation

Problematical implementation of the market-
ing concept forces marketing academics and
practitioners to look for new ways of imple-
menting this business philosophy. The birth of



a new orientation is usually attributed to Kohli
and Jaworski, who state that market orienta-
tion means: “1) organisation-wide generation of
market intelligence information; 2) dissemina-
tion of market information across departments
within the organisation, and organisation-wide
responsiveness to this information” [17].

It is worth mentioning that such a structure
is closely related to the three main postulates
of the marketing concept. According to the
authors, the core issue is market information.
However, this term is much broader than con-
sumers’ needs and preferences in the market-
ing concept. Market information covers the
marketing environment (competition, legal,
economic environment, etc.) that influences
consumers needs and preferences, as well as
their current and future needs. Moreover, the
generation of market intelligence has to be car-
ried out by individuals and departments
throughout the company. Plus, all departments
are responsible for the dissemination of infor-
mation among other departments in the com-
pany. This information should be transfered
using formal and informal, vertical and hori-
zontal communication channels in the com-
pany. Finally, all departments and employees
have to react to this information.

According Narver and Slater, market orien-
tation has three fundamental behavioural com-
ponents: customer orientation, competitor ori-
entation and interfunctional co-ordination, as
well as two decision components: long-run
focus and profit objective. According to the
authors, a customer orientation requires that
the seller understand the entire value of the
buyer chain, not only as it is today, but also as
it will evolve over time. Plus, the seller must
understand the economic and political environ-
ment, since this allows him to determine how
potential clients are today and how they will
be in the future. A competitor orientation

means that the seller knows its current and
potential competitors, their short-term
strengths as well as weaknesses, and long term
capabilities and strategies. Interfunctional co-
ordination means effective integration of acom-
pany'’s resources (material and human) to cre-
ating superior value for buyers. Finally, a long-
run focus and profit objective motivate a com-
pany to look for better solutions [21].

Deng and Dart have joined these two de-
scriptions of market orientation and prepared
one of their own: “market orientation is mar-
ket information related to current and future
customers’ needs and competitive abilities to
satisfy these needs, generation, integration and
dissemination across departments and co-
ordinated development and execution strate-
gic plans of the company” [7]. The authors
distinquished four components, which com-
prise market orientation — customer orienta-
tion, competitor orientation, interfunctional co-
ordination and profit goal.

In summary, it can be said that a market
oriented company continuously generates in-
formation about the market (consumers, com-
petitors and marketing environment), dissemi-
nates this information across its departments
and reacts accordingly, in order to reach its
long-term goals.

Questionnaires for Measuring
Market Orientation

The literature provides a number of question-
naires for measuring market orientation. How-
ever, the background for most of these has
been prepared by Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar,
Narver and Slater or Deng and Dart.

In 1993 Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar prepared
a questionnaire for measuring market orienta-
tion level in the company. It consisted of 32
items. Ten of these items were intended to
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measure a company’s activity related with in-
telligence generalisation, eight — with intelli-
gence dissemination, and fourteen — with the
understanding of a company’s responsiveness
to market intelligence. The answers were pre-
sented using a five-point scale. In order to in-
crease the reliability of the questionnaire, part
of the items were omitted and 20 items re-
mained. Six of themn were devoted to measure
intelligence generalisation, five — intelligence
dissemination, and nine — market intelligence.
This questionnaire is called MARKOR [18]. Pitt,
Caruana and Berton have also used this ques-
tionnaire for market orientation measurement,
however they used a seven point scale [22].
The MARKOR questionnaire was used by Raju
[23], Diamontopolous and Hart [9].

Narver and Slater prepared a 21 item ques-
tionnaire for measuring a market orientation.
Six of these items were used for measuring
consumer orientation, four — the orientation of
competitors, five — interfunctional co-ordina-
tion, three measured long-term objectives, and
three — profit objectives. The seven-point scale
was used [21]. The MKTOR questionnaire was
used to measure market orientation by
Greenley [14;15], Pelham and Wilson [21].
However, both of above mentioned question-
naires have shortcomings. According to
Gauzente, the MARKOR is oriented toward
organisational aspects of market orientation,
while MKTOR - toward consumer orientation
[11]. Farrell and Oczkowski have used both
the MARKOR and MKTOR questionnaires for
measuring market orientation in the Australian
business environment [10). However, the au-
thors used modified MARKOR and MKTOR
questionnaires, which consisted of 20 items
and 14 items respectively. The authors have
drawn the conclusion, that for the Australian
business environment, the MARKOR is the
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most suitable questionnaire, however a modi-
fied version consisting of ten items only.

Deng and Dart prepared a questionnaire for
measuring market orientation from 33 items.
Twelve of these were related to measuring
consumer orientation, six — competitor orien-
tation, eight — interfunctional co-ordination and
seven — evaluation of profit objectives. How-
ever, some of the items were omitted and the
final questionnaire consisted of 25 items, based
on a five-point scale [7].

Gray, Matear, Boshoff and Matheson, used
certain parts of the questionnaires prepared by
Deng and Dart, Kohli and Jaworski, and Narver
and Slater, in order to prepare a better ques-
tionnaire. The authors developed a question-
naire, consisting of 44 items, for measuring
market orientation in companies of New Zea-
land. Eight of these measured consumer ori-
entation, six — competitors orientation, another
six evaluated interfunctional co-ordination,
four — profit objectives, five —intelligence gen-
eration, five —intelligence dissermnination, and ten
measured responsiveness to market intelligence.
Since most of the items were omitted, the fi-
nal version consisted of 20 items [12].

Even though different authors have devel-
oped their own questionnaires for measuring
market orientation, there is no one agreed upon
best questionnaire. Moreover, the authors of
these questionnaires suggest using different
questionnaires in order to evaluate their reli-
ability and validity in different contexts.

Previous Research on the
Relationship between Market
Orientation and a Company’s
Performance

In attempt to evaluate the impact of market
orientation on a company, much research has
been conducted in Western countries. All of



these studies had a single goal — to identify the
relationship between market orientation and a
company’s performance. Usually, a subjective
evaluation is applied for understanding a com-
pany’s welfare. Narver and Slater have stud-
ied 140 strategic business units in one corpo-
ration. They found a positive correlation be-
tween the level of market orientation and sub-
jective evaluation of the companies and com-
petitors’ return on investment {21]. Deshpande,
Farley and Webster analysed 50 companies
from different industries. They identified a
positive correlation between market orientation
and subjective evaluation of profit, market
share, company size and growth, as compared
to competitors [8]. Jaworski and Kohli, ana-
lysed 222 strategic business units from differ-
ent USA industries. They identified a positive
correlation between market orientation and
overall subjective evaluation [15]. Deng and
Dart, conducted research on 248 companies
from different industries. According to them,
there was relationship between the level of
market orientation and subjective evaluation of
financial results and sales volume [7]. Greenley
searched 240 companies from various British
industries. He argued that correlation between
market orientation and subjective evaluation of
ROI, success of new product and growth of
sales might be both positive and negative de-
pending on competition [13; 14]. Pelham and
Wilson stated that a positive correlation existed
between market orientation and subjective
evaluation of the real situation in business com-
pared to expectations. This conclusion was
based on a research of 68 companies from dif-
ferent US industries [21]. Pitt, Caruana and
Berthon have studied 1.000 companies from
various British industries and a sample from
different Maltese industries. They determined
a positive correlation between market orienta-
tion and subjective evaluation of return on as-

sets and growth of sales [22]. Balakrishnan
identified that a positive correlation existed
between market orientation and subjective
evaluation of profit, satisfaction of profit and
retention of consumers. He has researched 139
companies from the tool industry [5]. Avlonitis
and Gounaris conducted an analysis of 444
companies from various Greek industries. They
found a positive correlation between market
orientation and subjective valuation of profit,
turnover, ROI and market share [3]. Deshpande
and Farley surveyed 82 managers from various
European and American companies. They found
that positive correlation existed between mar-
ket orientation and subjective evaluation of sales
growth, retention of consumers and ROI [8].
Appiah-Adu researched 74 companies from dif-
ferent Ghana industries. He identified a positive
correlation between market orientation and sub-
jective evaluation of sales growth and ROI com-
pared to expectations, and this correlation de-
pended on environmental factors [1].

Some of the studies have used an objective
evaluation of a company’s performance.
Ruekert analysed two strategic business units
in one large corporation: one with low ROI,
and another with high ROI {24]. He found a
positive correlation between market orientation
and ROI. Diamantopoulos and Hart performed
a survey of 87 companies from different Brit-
ish industries. According to them, there was a
positive correlation between market orientation
and sales growth, as well as profit, compared
to the industry average [9]. Au and Tse chose
41 hotels in Hong Kong and 148 hotels in New
Zealand for their survey. They found a low
correlation between market orientation and
hotel occupation level [2]. Tse researched 13
Hong Kong property development companies
and found no correlation between market ori-
entation and the financial data presented by
governmental institutions {27].
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The previous studies of market orientation
were performed in different countries (USA,
Great Britain, Malta, Greek, Ghana, Hong Kong
and New Zealand) and various industries. In
most cases, a positive correlation between
market orientation and company’s performance
was found. However, no surveys of this kind
have been carried out in the post Soviet coun-
tries. Specific inheritance, which companies
and their managers acquired from the past, or
the specific business environment might have
an impact on companies’ activities, on their
philosophy. According to Greenley, the rela-
tionship between market orientation and a com-
pany’s performance depends on the level of
competition. Appiah-Adu argues that this rela-
tionship depends on environmental factors.

Methodology

Type of survey and sample size. In order to
measure the market orientation of Lithuanian
furniture producing companies and the corre-
lation between market orientation and a com-
pany’s performance, the survey was conducted
by mail. Companies’ managers were chosen
as respondents. The questionnaires were sent
to each manager personally.

According to the Lithuanian Department of
Statistics, there were 310 fumniture producing
companies in Lithuania in 1999. Information
about the activity of companies, the addresses
and names of directors was obtained during
the telephone interview. It was found out, that
only 162 companies were producing furniture
in July-September of 1999 in Lithuania. Some
of these companies had less than 9 employ-
ees. After excluding these companies from the
sample, the sample size decreased to 111 com-
panies. In order to increase the response rate,
a cover letter was prepared. In addition, a re-
tum-envelope was added to the questionnaire.
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Also, respondents, who did not return ques-
tionnaires, were called twice — first after one
month and the second time — three months later.
As a result, 49 suitable questionnaires (44 %)
were returned. Moreover, in order to identify
the relationship between response and date of
questionnaire return, the time of return was
noted. It was found, that there was no corre-
lation between the date of questionnaire returns
and response type.

Questionnaire. Two questionnaires for meas-
uring market orientation were used in this sur-
vey. The first was based on the questionnaire
prepared by Kohli and Jaworski MARKOR (see
appendix items A1-A20). It consisted of 20
itemns. Six of them measured intelligence gen-
eration, five — intelligence dissemination and
nine — responsiveness to market intelligence.
The second questionnaire was prepared ac-
cording to Deng and Dart’s questionnaire for
measuring market orientation (see appendix
items A21-AS52). It consisted of 32 items.
Eleven measured consumer orientation, six —
competitors’ orientation, eight — interdepart-
mental co-ordination, and seven — profit ob-
jectives. Both questionnaires used five-point
scales.

For evaluation of a company’s performance,
subjective evaluations of a company’s finan-
cial situation, its change compared to the pre-
vious year, the financial situation of the com-
pany compared to the industry average and
competitors, were used.

Results

Demographic data of respondents. 22 % of
companies that participated in the survey were
established before 1988 and had activity expe-
rience from the Soviet era. 51 % of the com-
panies were established during 1988-1995. The
remainder was new — their working experi-



ence was less than two years. Almost 80 % of
company’s managers had a bachelor or mas-
ter degree, the rest — secondary and higher
education. Participants were divided into three
groups according to age: less than 31 years —
21 %, 3140 years — 34 %, and 41 and older —
45 %. Other two demographic criteria — turno-
ver and the number of employees, were used
as well. 29 % said that their annual tumover in
1998 was less than 0.25 min. USD, 33 % in-
dicated 0.25-1.25 min. USD turnover, and
38 % — more than 1.25 min. USD. According
to the number of employees, the companies
were distributed accordingly: 28 % had from
9 to 19 employees, 30 % — between 20 and
100, and the rest (42 %), employed more than
100 employees.

Reliability of the questionnaire. The
Cronbach alfa coefficient was used to evalu-
ate reliability of the questionnaire. Malhorta and
Birks pointed out that Cronbach alfa coeffi-
cient values less than 0.6 show low reliability
of a questionnaire {20]. Hung Ngai and Ellis
found that the Cronbach alfa coefficient for

the MKTOR questionnaire was 0.854. Pitt,
Caruana and Berton obtained the Cronbach alfa
coefficient of 0.8799 for the MARKOR ques-
tionnaire, which was used in Great Britain, and
in Malta — 0.8376 [22]. Greenley obtained
Cronbach alfa coefficient value of 0.80 for his
questionnaire [13].

The MARKOR reliability. The original
MARKOR questionnaire was found to have a
Cronbach alfa coefficient value of 0.513. Af-
ter deleting some items (see app.; Al, A3, AS,
A11-A13, A18 and A19 items), its value was
increased to 0.8265.This shows that the Kohli
and Jaworski questionnaire, if shortened to
twelve items, can be used for measuring mar-
ket orientation in the Lithuanian furniture pro-
duction industry.

The Deng and Dart questionnaire reliabil-
ity. The Cronbach alfa coefficient for the origi-
nal Deng and Dart questionnaire (32 items) was
0.7569. After excluding some items (see app.;
A21, A23, A25, A28, A3l, A44, A46, A48-
AS51 items), the coefficient was 0,8596, which
shows a high reliability of the questionnaire.

Table 1. Correlation of the MARKOR and Deng & Dart questionnaires

Market | Market | Intelli- | Intelli- | Reaction |Customer| Competi- | Interfun-| Profu
orient. orient. gence gence | tointel- | orienta- |tor orien- | ctional | orienta-
{MARKOR) | (Deng & | genera- | dissemi- | ligence tion tation | co-ordi- tion
Dart) tion naion nation
Market orient.  [Pearson corr. 1.000 0.704** | 0.824**| 0.820**| 0B81l**| 0.184 0.600** [ 0.572++| 0.486**
(MARKOR) Sign. (2-tailed) | . 0.000 .000 0.000 0.000 .205 0.000 0.000 0.000
Market orient. |Pearson corr. 1.000 .561** | 0.452** | 0.698**]| 0.468**| 0.724%*| 0.823*¢| 0.617**
(Deng & Dart) |[Sign. (2-tailed) . .000 .001 0.000 .00 .000 .000 .000
Inielligence Pearson corr. 1.000 .595%* | 0.497** .318¢ 371+ .420** .391+*
generation Sign. (2-@iled) 0.000 0.000 0.026 0.009 .003 .005
Intelligence Pearson corT. 1.000 0.428** | 0.048 427 .351* .359*
i ination  |Sign. (2-ailed) 0.002 .745 .002 .0 .011
Reaction to |Pearson cor. 1.000 117 .638+* .60B** .4364*
intelligence Sign. (2-tailed) . .424 0.00 .0C .002
Customer |Pearson corr. 1.000 0.0530 .1940 .1330
orientati Sign. (2-tailed) 0.7160 .1820 .3630
Compelitors 1.000 .520** | 0.308*
orientation .00( .032
Interfy 1.00¢ .297¢
co-ordination . .038
.000
Sign. (2-ailed) .

** Corrclation significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation significant at 0.05 level (2-ailed)
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Validity of questionnaires for market orien-
tation measurement. Validity of a scale may be
defined as the extent to which the differences
in observed scale scores reflect true differ-
ences among objects on the characteristics
being measured, rather than systematic or ran-
dom error. Malhorta and Birks point out that
questionnaire validity can be evaluated by us-
ing content validity. It is a subjective, but sys-
tematic evaluation of how well the content of
ascale represents the measurement task. How-
ever, more formal evaluation can be obtained
by examining convergent validity. It is the ex-
tent to which the questionnaire correlates posi-
tively with other measures of the same con-
struct. Therefore, the relationship between two
questionnaires was evaluated. Since both ques-
tionnaires were prepared for market orienta-
tion measurement, a strong correlation between
them must exist [20]. Table 1 shows that there
was a strong correlation between the responses
to the MARKOR (KOHLIBE) questionnaire and
responses to the Deng and Dart (DARTBE)
questionnaire. The correlation is significant at
0.01 level (the p<0.01).

In addition, a significant correlation was
observed among separate parts of the
MARKOR and Deng-Dart questionnaires. This
correlation was significant among almost all
components at 0.01 or 0.05 significance lev-
els. The exception was the part of the Deng
and Dart questionnaire measuring customer
orientation (V_OR).

Relationship between Market
Orientation and a Company’s
Performance

In order to identify the relationship between
market orientation and subjective evaluation of
company’s performance, the analysis of cor-
relation and Pearson coefficient was used. The
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analysis of data proved, that a positive cor-
relation between market orientation in the
company and overall evaluation of its finan-
cial situation does exist (see Table 2). This
relationship was found using both the
MARKOR and Deng and Dart questionnaires
(Pymarkor = 0-287, Pp, g 109 pan = 0-305 at the 0.05
significance level). The correlation between a
company’s market orientation and financial
situation compared to its competitors was iden-
tified as well. A positive correlation, signifi-
cant at 0.01 level, was found when market
orientation measured with the MARKOR ques-
tionnaire, and significant at 0.10 level when
market orientation measured using the Deng
and Dart questionnaire. In addition, a positive
correlation was found between market orien-
tation and a company’s financial evaluation,
compared to its competitors. This association
was identified while measuring market orien-
tation with the MARKOR questionnaire.

It is worth noting that market orientation
had no correlation with evaluation of a com-
pany'’s financial situation during 1998 and 1997.
No correlation was identified using neither the
MARKOR questionnaire, nor the Deng and Dart
questionnaire for measuring market orientation.

The companies were divided into three
groups according to the level of market orien-
tation in the company. When measuring mar-
ket orientation using the MARKOR question-
naire it was noticed that there is a correlation
between the level of market orientation and
overall financial situation in the company. Most
of the companies, which had a low or average
market orientation level, evaluated their overall
financial situation as normal, however 69 %,
which had high level of market orientation,
evaluated their overall financial situation as good
(see Table 3).

The same correlation result was obtained
using the Deng and Dart questionnaire for



Table 2. Correlation b market ari (MARKOR) and company’s performance
Fi ial Fij ial Financial
Overall situation in situation situation
financial 1998 compared to | compared to
situation compared to | the industry | competitors
1997
Market Pearson correlation 0.084 0.247 0415
orientation : ;
Sign. (2-tailed 0.578
(MARKOR) |> g™ (ailed)
Market Pearson correlation 0.021
entati
(Deng and  |Sign. (2-tailed) 0.89
Dart)

*** Corrclation significant at 0.01 level {2-tailed}
** Correlation significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed}
* Correlation significant at 0.10 level (2-tailed)

Just 14 % of the companies with a low level
of market orientation (MARKOR) said that their
financial situation was better than the industry

T“]‘Z;;:'O;"“ :I ion b . "";l’ "‘__‘" orie i average (see Table 5). At the same time, 62 %
:ion ) and comp overaty SIHEof the companies with a high level of market
orientation noted that their financial situation
Overall financial was better than the industry average.
situation
Bad | Normal | Good

Level of mar- [Low 10%| 52% |38%| Iable 3. Correlation b market orie

ketorienta- Ao 0% | 64 % | 36 % (M"f”“?‘g" and company’s fi I situation com-
[1d 71 average
(MARKOR) |FiEh % 15% |60 | Poredtoindustmyaverag
Financial situation
compared to industry
Table 4. Correlation between market ori Worst | The same | Better
(Deng and D‘"-,) and ¢ 1pany s overall :: ial ].CVC]Of mar- |{Low 19% 67 % 14 %
situation 't‘ig'noﬂcmw Average | 14 % | 36% |50%
Overall financial | |[(MARKOR) [High | 15% | 23% (62%
Bad | Normal| Good The same trend was observed in measuring
{(,:tv glic;:l-mar- I;ow :3 %) 0% |38%| market orientation with the Deng and Dart
tation (Den chge 1%| 63% |26% uestionnaire (see Table 6). More than two-
(Deng [rign 0% | 5% |85%] o

and Dart) thirds of the companies with a high level of

measuring market orientation. Even though 26—
38 % of the companies that had a low or aver-
age level of market orientation pointed out that
their overall financial situation was good, among
the companies having a high level of market
orientation this number was 85 % (see Ta-
ble 4).

market orientation pointed out that their finan-
cial situation was better than the industry av-
erage. However, only 21-25 % of companies
with a low or average level of market orienta-
tion noted such a financial situation.

A strong correlation exists between the level
of market orientation (MARKOR) and finan-
cial situation compared to the financial situa-
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tion of competitors. Just 10 % of the compa-
nies with alow level of market orientation stated
that their financial situation was better than that
of their competitors (see Table 7). More than
a half of the companies with a high level of
market orientation claimed that their financial
situation was better than that of competitors.

The same correlation was seen to exist in
measuring market orientation with the Deng
and Dart questionnaire. In this case, 62 % of
the companies with a high level of market ori-
entation noted that their financial situation was
better than that of their competitors (see Table
8). However, only approximately 20 % of the
companies with a lower level of market orien-
tation indicated likewise.

Moreover, a correlation between separate
elements of market orientation and company
results was identified. While measuring mar-
ket orientation with MARKOR questionnaire,
it was found that intelligence generation cor-

Table 6. Correlation between marker onenmuan
(Deng and Dart) and company'’s fii ial situati
compared to industry average

Financial situation
compared to industry
Worst | The same | Better
Levelof  [Low 9% | 56% |[25%
g’r?efﬁgﬁon Average | 16% | 63% |21 %
(Deng and High 15 % 8 % 77 %
Dart)

Table 7. Correlation between market orientation

related with the overall financial situation in a
company and with its financial situation com-
pared to its competitors. This correlation was
significant at 0.05 level (see Table 9). Another
component of market orientation — responsive-
ness to market intelligence — had a strong cor-
relation with a company’s financial situation
compared to its competitors (at the 0.01 level).
In addition, a correlation between responsive-
ness to market intelligence and overall finan-
cial situation in 2 company at the a 0.10 sig-
nificance level was found, as well as correla-
tion between responsiveness to market intelli-
gence and financial situation compared to the
industry was identified. The third element of
market orientation —intelligence dissemination,
had no correlation with any measurement of
company performance.

Measuring market orientation with Deng and
Dart questionnaire revealed that competitor
orientation and profit orientation correlated with
criteria for evaluation of company’s perform-
ance. A strong correlation was identified be-
tween competitor orientation and financial situ-
ation in a company compared to its competi-
tors. This correlation was significant at the 0.01
level (see Table 10). At the 0.05 significance
level, a correlation between competitor orien-
tation and overall financial situation in a com-
pany was found, as well as a correlation with

Table 8. Correlation bet market ori
(Deng and Dart) and company’s financial situation

(MARKOR) and company’s fi com- ipared to competitors
pared to competitors Financial situation
Financial situation \compared to competitors
compared to competitors Worst | The same | Better
Worst| The same | Better Level of Low 25%|1 S0% [25%
Levelof [Low |24%]| 67% | 10% market  [Averaee [21%| 63% |16%
onenation |Average| 21 % | 36% | 43% ?SS:;“;‘,‘,’; High 8% | 31% |62%
(MARKOR) High 8% | 39% 54 % Dart)
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the finarcial situation compared to the indus-
try. Another component of market orientation —
profit orientation, had a strong correlation with
a company’s financial situation compared to
the industry (at the 0.05 significance level).
Plus, at the 0.10 significance level a correla-
tion between profit orientation and overall fi-
nanctal situation was also found. However, the
remaining components of market orientation —
customer orientation and interfunctional co-
ordination, had no correlation with any other
criterion for evaluating company performance.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The research results allow for several conclu-
sions to be made.

1. It is possible to use both the modified
Kohli and Jaworski questionnaire, as well as
Deng — Dart questionnaire to measure market
orientation among Lithuanian furniture produc-
ing companies. The fact that these question-
naires can be used for measuring market ori-
entation indicates a strong correlation between
responses to both of these questionnaires.

Table 9. Correlation of separate components of market orientation (MARKOR) with company’s performance

Overall Financial Financial Financial
financial situation in ituati ituati
situation |1998 compared ed to the ed to
to 1997 industry competitors

Inteiligence Pearson corr. 0.049 0.235

generation Sign. (2-tailed) 0.744 0.108

Intelligence Pearson corr. 0.117 0.086

dissemination {Sjon "(2-tailed) 0.439 0.56

Reaction to|Pearson corr. 0.026

intelligence  [Sign. (2-tailed) 0.861 b

Table 10. Correlation of separate market orientation (Deng and Dart) p ts with ipany's perfor-
mance
Overall Financial Fi ial Fij ial situation
financial | situation in 1998 ituati compared to its
situation | compared to 1997 } compared to the competitors
industry
Customer Pearson 0.183 -0.104 -0.085 -0.119
orientation corr. )
Sign. 0214 0.49 0.564 0.422
(2-1ailed)
Competitors  |Pearson 0.31 0.055 0.3 0.373
orientation corr.
Sign. -0.032 0.719 038
(2-ailed) |-
Interfunctional |Pearson 0.17 -0.088
co-ordination  [corr.
Sign. 0.248 0.56 0.953 0.363
(2-tailed)
Profit Pearson 0.156 0.229 0.325 0.242
orientation COIT.
Sign. 0.29 0.126
(2-tailed)
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2. The Deng and Dart questionnaire obtained
a higher Cronbach alfa value ~ its reliability is
higher than that of the MARKOR questionnaire.
The shortened Deng and Dart questionnaire had
the highest Cronbach alfa value. It consists of
21 items. Six of items measured customer ori-
entation, six — competitor orientation, seven —
interfunctional co-ordination, and two — profit
orientation.

3. While measuring market orientation with
both the MARKOR and Deng-Dart question-
naires, it was found that a correlation between
market orientation and subjective evaluation of
a company’s performance does exist. The
higher the level of market orientation, the higher
the percentage of companies that evaluate their
overall financial situation better.

4. The same trend was noticed between the
level of market orientation and a company’s
financial situation compared to its competitors.
This means that companies with a high level
of market orientation value their financial situ-
ation better compared to the industry average
and competitors.

5. Another criterion for evaluating compa-
ny’s performance — the financial situation in

1998 as compared to 1997, showed no corre-
lation with the level of market orientation.

6. Separate components of market orienta-
tion were correlated with a company’s per-
formance as well. Measuring market orienta-
tion with the MARKOR questionnaire, intelli-
gence generation and reaction to intelligence
had a positive correlation with the overall evalu-
ation of a company’s performance, the finan-
cial situation compared to its competitors and
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Appendix Questionnaire

Al

In this company, we meet with customers at least once a year to find out what products or
services they will need in the future.

In this organisation, we do a lot of in-house market research.

'We are slow to detect ch in our customers’ product preferences.

35

We survey end-users at least once a year to assess the quality of our products and services.

A2
A3
A4
AS

'We are slow to detect fundamental shifts in our industry (e. g. competition, technology, and
regulation).

A6

'We periodically review the likely effect of changes in our business environment (e. g.
regulation) on customer.

A7

'We have interdepartmental meetings at least once a quarter to discuss market trends and
|developments.

A8

Marketing personnel in our company spend time discussing customers’ needs with other
functional departments.

A9

(When something important happens to a major customer or market, the whole company

|knows it in short period.

Al0 [Data on customer satisfaction are disseminated at all levels in this business unit on regular
basis.

All |When one department finds out something important about competitors, it is slow to alert
other departments.

Al2 It takes us forever to decide how to respond to competitors’ price change.

Al3 [For one reason or another we tend to ignore changes in our customers’ product or service
needs.

Al4 [We periodically review our product development efforts to ensure that they are in line with
what customer want.

AlS |Several departments get together periodically to plan a response to changes taking place in
our business environment.

Al6 [If a major competitor were to launch an intensive campaign targeted at our customers, we
would implement a response.

Al7 _|The activities of different departments in this company are well co-ordinated.

Al8 |Customer complaints fall on deaf ears in this company.

A19 {Even if we came up with great marketing plan, we probably would not be able to implement
it in a timely fashion.

A20 (When we find that customers would like us to modify a service, the departments involved
make efforts to do so.

A21 _|For our customers, price is the most important selling fe L

A22 |We encourage customer cc — even complaints — because they help us to do better job.

A23 |[After sales service is an important part of our business strategy.

A24 |We concentrate on production and let distributors worry about sales.

A25 |In our company “sales” and “‘marketing" are pretty much the same thing.

A26 _|We look for ways to create customer value in our products.

A27 |We € customer satisfaction on a regular basis.

A28 |Our company would be much better off if our salesforce just worked a bit harder.

A29  |in our company, marketing’s most important job is promote our products and services to our
customers.

A30 |In our company, marketing's most important job is to identify and help meet the needs of our
customers.

A31 |We define product quality in terms of customer satisfaction.

A32

We regularly analyse our competitors’ marketing programs.
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Table continue

A33 [We frequently collect market data to help direct our new product plans.

A34 |Our salespeople are instructed to monitor and report on competitive activity.

A35 {We respond rapidly to competitors’ actions.

A36 |Our top managers often discuss competitors’ programs.

A37 [We target opportunities based on competitive advantage.

A38 |In our company, marketing people have a strong input into the development of new products.

A39 |People other than sales reps (such as top management, research, and production) regularly
call on customers.

A40 |Market information is shared with all departments.

A41 |All departments are involved in preparing company plans.

A42 |We do a good job of integrating the activities of each department.

A43  |The marketing people in our organisation interact frequently with other departments such as
manufacturing, finance.

A44 |In our company, marketing is confined to the sales / marketing department.

A45 |In our company, marketing is seen as a guiding philosophy for entire organisation.

A46  |Our company does very little formal marketing planning.

A47  |Even though our company uses distributors, we have a good knowledge of the requirernents
of our nltimate customers.

A48  |Our accounting system could fairly quickly determine the profitability of each of our product
lines.

A49 |Our accounting system could fairly quickly determine the profitability of each of our sales
territories.

AS0  [Our accounting system could fairly quickly determine the profitability of each of our
customers.

AS51  |Our accounting system could fairly quickly determine the profitability of each of our
distribution methods.

AS52 |We have a good idea of the sales potential for each of our markets.

RINKOS ORIENTACIJOS [TAKA [MONIY VEIKLOS REZULTATAMS

Vytautas Dikéius

Santrauka

Straipsnyje analizuojamas rinkos orientacijos ir jmonés
veiklos rezultaty rySys. Imonés rinkos orientacijos
lygiui vertinti buvo naudojami du klausimynai: Koh/i
ir Jaworski bei Deng ir Dart. Imonés veiklos rezul-
tatams vertinti naudoti subjektyviis vertinimai: jmonés
finansiné padeétis, jos pasikeitimas, palyginti su praé-
jusiais metais, finasiné padétis, palyginti su Sakos
vidurkiu ir su konkurenty finansine padétimi. Apklau-
sus baldus gaminanéiy Lietuvos jmoniy vadovus,

{teikta 2002 m. birzelio mén.

nustatyta, kad egzistuoja teigiamas jmonés rinkos
orientacijos lygio ir bendro imonés finansinés pa-
deties vertinimo, imonés rinkos orientacijos ir imonés
finansinés padéties, palyginti su konkurentais, rinkos
orientacijos ir jmonés finansinés padéties, palyginti su
$akos vidurkiu, ry3ys. Ta¢iau nebuvo nustatyta jmo-
nés rinkos orientacijos ir jmonés finansinés padéties
ivertinimo, palyginus padétj 1998 mectais su 1997 me-
tais, rysio.
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