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ABSTRACT 

This study conducted an empirical investigation 
into the link between market orientation and business 
performance in the professional veterinary service 
sector in Thailand. Market orientation was assessed 
using Narver and Slater’s (1990) construct, adapted to 
the industry and cultural context of this study.  
Customer orientation is a key sub-dimension of market 
orientation, but other components include competitor 
orientation, inter-functional coordination, long-term 
focus, and profit emphasis.  Data from eighty owners 
of veterinary clinics and hospitals in Bangkok and 
suburban areas were used to empirically test the 
hypothesized relationship between these components 
and two components of business performance, 
customer response and financial performance.  
Regression analysis revealed that customer orientation 
was a significant determinant of customer response, 
and to complete the causal chain, customer response 
had a significant positive effect on financial per- 
formance. The customer orientation component is the 
key element driving the relationship.  The implication 
for high level professional service businesses in 
general, and veterinary care businesses in particular,   
is that customer orientation can help them gain com- 
petitive advantage and improve business performance. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
Superior firm performance is achieved by 

developing and sustaining competitive advantage. 
Although competitive advantage is partially related 
to structural characteristics such as economies of 
scale or market power, attention now centers on the 
capabilities of firms to create a market-oriented 
organization (Slater and Narver, 1994b). The pursuit 
of sustainable competitive advantage motivates 
businesses to strive for an organizational culture that 
leads to necessary behaviors to create superior 
customer value (Narver and Slater, 1990). Two key 
conditions in organizational culture can create 
competitive advantage for the firm.  First, the culture 
must stress value creation; the firm must create 
activities and behavior that lead to higher sales, lower 
costs, higher margins or other valuable results. 
Second, a culture must be rare and imperfectly 
imitable (Barney, 1986). Based on these criteria, 
market orientation can lead to sustained competitive 

advantage for the firm. A growing body of literature 
links market-oriented organizational cultures to 
superior organizational performance (e.g. Narver and 
Slater, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1994a; Jaworski and 
Kohli, 1993; Pelham, 1999). Hence, the importance 
of market orientation for the firm is compelling. 
Firms seeking to offer superior customer value and 
achieve sustainable competitive advantage can use 
market orientation toward these ends. 

Market orientation is one of the major research 
streams in strategic marketing developed during the 
past ten years, since its inception in the early 1990s. 
The insights provided by various research efforts 
cover a wide variety of industries, but usually 
focusing on industrial firms rather than on service 
sectors. Some observers have noted this deficiency.  
For example, Gray and Hooley (2002) noted that 
market orientation is a corner-stone of marketing and 
management strategy, but there is relatively little 
research into the relationship between market 
orientation and performance in the context of 
services firms. They suggest an agenda for future 
research to improve understanding of this important 
marketing and management issue in services.  

This research investigates whether there is a   
link between market orientation and performance in 
the context of a professional service – the veterinary 
care industry consisting of veterinary clinics and 
hospitals.  Veterinary practice has changed radically 
since the 1940s, and a vast array of services, pro- 
ducts, computers, laboratories and other diagnostic 
equipment is now available to assist in the per- 
formance of quality veterinary science.  In the days 
of James Herriot, a famous veterinary writer in the 
decades from 1940–1970, a dog with back pain and 
paralysis would presumably have been recommended 
strict rest, and its owner would be advised to provide 
considerable care support so that the dog would 
remain inactive.  These days, all of the extra techno- 
logical options should be discussed with the client in 
what is often a shorter, more pressurized consultancy. 
Moreover, the client or consumer of the service is 
normally changed for consulting time, and costs are 
far higher nowadays.  

Consumers are more aware of competitors and 
desire value for money – results of experience of 
living in an aggressive, capitalist economy. The 



 

 

clients are more demanding, have higher expectations 
of suc- cessful treatment, and are less loyal to a 
single practice. As a consequence, veterinary 
practices must be prepared to change their culture to 
adapt to the needs and demands of the consumers of 
the services they provide. A better understanding of 
clients’ needs and a plan for how to fulfill those 
needs will bridge the potential gap between 
veterinary practices and clients (Orpin, 1995).   

If, however, veterinary practices are to make the 
effort to become more market oriented, there should  
be some evidence that it would actually translate     
into better performance.  Otherwise, there is not much 
business point to investing the money, time, and effort 
to become more market oriented.  Of course, many 
businesses have multiple objectives, and performance 
may not be the thing that matters to the business 
owners, but performance is necessary for long-term 
viability.  Poor performing veterinary practices will 
not survive in the long run to pursue any of their other 
objectives.  Therefore, this study examines the linkage 
between market orientation and business performance 
in the veterinary care industry – veterinary clinics and 
hospitals in Bangkok and suburban areas.  We seek to 
answer the research question: “How does market 
orientation affect business performance?” and test 
whether the market orientation concept is applicable to 
this high level professional service business in 
Thailand. 

 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Market Orientation 

Market orientation is a business perspective that 
makes the customer the focal point of a company’s 
total operation. Many definitions have been provided 
by scholars in the field.  For example, Deshpande and 
Webster (1987) defined market orientation as an 
organizational culture that has a set of shared values 
and beliefs in putting the customer first in business 
planning. Narver and Slater (1990) also viewed market 
orientation as an organizational culture, and they 
argued that market-oriented firms focus not only on 
customers but also on competitors.  They view a 
business as market-oriented when its culture is sys- 
tematically and entirely committed to the continuous 
creation of superior customer value. 

Shapiro (1988), in his article “What the hell is 
market-oriented?” in Harvard Business Review, 
defined market orientation as a set of processes aimed 
at acquiring information on all important buying 
influences and spreading that information through 
every department in the organization. He emphasized 
that a market-oriented company completely under- 
stands its markets and its customers. He also suggested 
that for an organization to be market oriented, 
collaboration among various internal functions is 
important. In his view, 1) information on all important 
buying influences permeates every corporate function; 
2) strategic and tactical decisions are made inter-
functionally and inter-divisionally; and 3) divisions 

and functions make well-coordinated decisions and 
execute them with a sense of commitment.  Although 
these characteristics of market orientation indicate a 
strong customer focus, he does directly note that 
understanding the strengths and weaknesses of the 
competition is part of being market oriented as well. 

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) viewed market orien- 
tation as the implementation of the marketing con- 
cept. They defined and measured a market orien- 
tation as a set of activities or behaviors related to 
market intelligence gathering, dissemination of mar- 
ket intelligence across functions within an organiza- 
tion, and the action responses based on this 
intelligence. Kohli and Jawarski emphasized the 
behavioral aspects of market orientation, in terms of 
what the organization does, but did not suggest that 
market orientation is an aspect of organizational 
culture. 

This brief review demonstrates some divergence 
about the details of exactly what market orientation 
is, although the core elements are consistent across 
observers.  We follow Narver and Slater’s (1990) 
conceptual framework in this study for several 
reasons. Two of the most important are that first, 
Narver and Slater’s construct separates market 
orientation into several components, so that is easier 
to see the impact of each component on business 
performance. Second, some studies indicate that 
Narver and Slater’s market orientation construct 
outperforms the Kohli and Jawarski’s construct, in 
terms of criterion validity and reliability (Farrell and 
Oczkowski, 1997).  

Narver and Slater (1990) defined market 
orientation as the organizational culture that most 
effectively and efficiently creates the necessary 
behaviors for the creation of superior value for buyers 
and, thus, continuous superior performance for the 
business.  As schematically represented in Figure 1, 
market orientation consists of three behavioral com- 
ponents and two decision criteria: 

Customer Orientation is the sufficient under- 
standing of one’s target buyers to be able to create 
superior value for them continuously. It requires that 
the seller knows the buyer’s entire value chain. 

Competitor Orientation means that a seller 
understands the short-term strengths and weaknesses 
and long-term capabilities and strategies of both the 
key current and the key potential competitors.  

Interfunctional Coordination is the coordinated 
utilization of company resources in creating superior 
value for target customers at any and all points in the 
buyer’s value chain. Good interfunctional information 
flow is essential for this. 

Long-term Focus in relation to profits and in 
implementing each of the three behavioral components 
is required to be market oriented. 

Profit Emphasis means that the creation of 
economic wealth is an overriding objective in market 
orientation. 

Narver and Slater (1990) conceptualized an 
organization’s degree of market orientation as the 



 

 

sum total of its emphasis on these five components. 
Customer orientation and competitor orientation 
include all the activities involved in acquiring 
information about the buyers and competitors in the 
target market and disseminating it throughout the 
organization. Interfunctional coordination is based on 
the customer and competitor information flowing 
throughout the organization for coordinated efforts to 
create superior value for buyers. The organization also 
needs to prevent its competitors from overcoming the 
buyer value superiority it has created; hence a long-
range investment perspective is implied in market 
orientation. Finally, profit emphasis ensures resources 
necessary to pursue a market orientation. 

Market orientation consists of norms for behavior 
that guide the business in learning quickly from and 
about different types of needs, and responding in 
entrepreneurial manner to deliver superior customer 
value. The capabilities arising from a market orien- 
tation enable the business to identify and exploit 
discontinuities in its current markets as well as un-
served markets. As a form of business culture, a 
market orientation is difficult for competitors to 
observe and understand, much less to imitate and,  
thus, is a competitive advantage (Slater and Narver, 
1998). Therefore, a business‘s opportunities for 
success will be maximized when all organizational 
members recognize that they can contribute to create 
buyer value and are motivated and empowered to do 
so. Market orientation is a culture that focuses their 
efforts and enables this to happen (Slater and Narver, 
1994b). 
 
Market Orientation and Business Performance 

A market-oriented business culture is one in 
which all employees are committed to the continuous 
creation of superior value for the customer. The 
orientation of the business is external in that it 
continuously collects and internally disseminates 
information about customers, competitors, and other 
key business influencers. The market-oriented firm 
draws on all functional areas to create competitive 
advantage. As such, market orientation is regarded as 
an important determinant of business performance 
(Day, 1994). Many researchers have empirically found 
a positive link between the extent of market orien- 
tation and business performance (e.g., Narver and 
Slater, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1994a; Jaworski and 
Kohli, 1993; Powpaka, 1996; Kumar et all, 1997; 
Appiah-Adu and Ranchhod, 1998; Pelham, 1999; 
Subramanian and Gopalakrishna, 2001; Tse et all, 
2003). Thus, a business that increases its market orien- 
tation will improve its performance. Strengthening 
market orientation should result in favorable shifts in a 
firm’s demand and cost curves (Narver, Jacobson and 
Slater, 1999). 
 
 
 
 

Effects of market orientation on customer response 
It is a commonplace notion that a customer is 

attracted to a seller and remains with a seller as long 
as the customer perceives superior value from the 
seller. As an organization strengthens its market 
orientation, it can both increase sales to new and 
current customers and increase ROI. A market-
oriented business identifies opportunities to create 
and sustain superior value for both prospective and 
current customers. Through its customer and com- 
petitor orientations, a market-oriented seller can 
continuously (a) identify appropriate bases for seg- 
menting and targeting markets; (b) discover and track 
both the expressed and latent needs of the target 
customers; (c) understand who the target customers 
consider to be the principal alternative satisfiers, and 
their strengths, weaknesses, and intentions; (d) best 
position its products, brands and services to the target 
customers; and (e) implement additional benefits for 
both the customers and the business. Furthermore, a 
market orientation facilitates a business’s under- 
standing of the factors underlying market demand, 
which enables the business to prosper in a dynamic 
marketplace.  

These activities enable the market-oriented firm 
to attract new customers and retain current cus- 
tomers. By skillfully managing its interactions with 
its customers, a market-oriented business minimizes 
customer defections. The business can then better 
grow its current customers, increasing the volume of 
each customer’s purchases as well as the share of 
each customer’s purchases. Furthermore, through 
word of mouth and other means, these loyal cus- 
tomers help attract new customers to the business. 

Effects of market orientation on financial per- 
formance 

A market orientation should favorably affect a 
firm’s cost curve and its demand curve.  There are 
two principal ways this happens. First, because 
market-oriented businesses understand the expressed 
and latent needs of their current and new target 
customers, they continuously identify and capitalize 
on opportunities to add customer benefits. Second, 
through the superior customer value and resulting 
sales volumes, a market-oriented business can best 
capture available economies of scale, volume, and 
scope. 

The market-oriented business achieves lower 
short- and long-run costs principally because it learns 
how to (a) segment its markets given its core 
competencies and growth strategies, (b) identify the 
latent needs of both potential and current customers, 
(c) attract new customers, and (d) retain and increase 
its current customers. These customer-attraction and 
customer-retention efficiencies directly affect the 
firm’s other operating costs.  Therefore, the imple- 
mentation of market orientation has both a direct 
contribution to financial performance and also an 
indirect contribution through customer response. 

 



 

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
Our discussion above implies a simple conceptual 

model, represented in Figure 2.  From the model, there 
are three major sets of relationships that should be 
investigated: the effect of market orientation on 
customer response, the effect of customer response   
on financial performance, and the direct effect of 
market orientation on financial performance.  There- 
fore, these three hypotheses are suggested. 

H1: The customer response is more favorable when 
the degree of market orientation increases. 

H2: The financial performance increases when the 
customer response is more favorable. 

H3: The financial performance increases when the 
degree of market orientation increases. 

 

METHODOLOGY 
A small qualitative pilot to test the concept of 

market orientation on five owners of veterinary clinics 
and hospitals in Bangkok was conducted to gain 
understanding of the issue in this specific context. 
Many cross-cultural researchers recommend that 
researchers confirm “universal” concepts (and mea- 
sures) before using them in new cultural contexts (e.g., 
Malhotra et al, 1996).  This requires gaining an in-
depth understanding of how the specific culture views 
such concepts.  Such in-depth understanding of a 
concept, according to Malhotra et al (1996), must 
come from qualitative research methods.  
Additionally, most veterinarians in Bangkok are 
owners of small businesses, while most research on 
these issues is among larger businesses.  In this sense, 
also, it is useful to confirm that small professional 
business owners think to at least some extent in terms 
of the concepts used in the study.   

The face-to-face in-depth interviews explored 
two main areas; first, the normal veterinary practice 
in this business; second, the strategy and imple- 
mentation adopted by the firms to achieve their 
superior performance. During the interviews, dis- 
cussion was allowed to develop naturally and the 
interviewer did not impose the concepts on the 
discussion.  However, while most points did come up 
from the respondents and could then be probed for 
more depth, the interviewer did occasionally ensure, 
in a neutral way, that all areas under discussion were 
covered. The interviews lasted between 45 minutes 
and one hour.  

The results from these in-depth interviews 
helped to determine the importance of the market 
orientation on their business performance. Most 
owners of veterinary care businesses involved in the 
pilot study affirmed that they were customer focused. 
They infuse organizational members with the vitality, 
enthusiasm and spirit to deliver true excellence in 
veterinary care, and they believed that this was what 
kept customers coming back to them. However, none 
of the firms in this small sample undertakes any kind 
of formal marketing research such as customer 
surveys, but data collection is undertaken through the 

observation method. One owner noted that: “We 
always talk to customers from time to time to find 
out how they like our service”.   

Besides, some of them are careful about 
competitors, and one owner commented that “we 
have a lot of competitors; we thrive on our good 
customer relationship to keep them coming back to 
use the service”.  Furthermore, interviewed owners 
claimed to have good staff relationships, claiming 
that they work together to solve customer problems. 
One interviewee that “we are almost like brothers 
and sisters, and we are sensitive in dealing with each 
other… we look after each other… our staff members 
are good at their work and they are aware that if they 
do a good job, then this will bring more customers 
and more revenue”. Finally, most of them also focus 
on long-term sustainability of the business; their goal 
is to survive in the long run. They realized that they 
are partly clinicians who love their profession and 
want to concentrate on practicing their veterinary 
skills, and they are partly entrepreneurs and have a 
vision of what they want to achieve in their business.  
 

Measures 
This study employed subjective measures of 

business performance, as is common in research on 
private companies. Previous studies have found a 
strong correlation between subjective assessments and 
their objective counterparts (e.g., Narver and Slater, 
1990; Slater and Narver, 1994a, use subjective 
measures and summarize some research showing the 
correlation with objective measures). Business per- 
formance was measured by a 6-item scale, 3 items on 
customer response (i.e., customer retention and 
customer satisfaction) and 3 items on financial per- 
formance (i.e., revenue and profitability). Respondents 
were asked to rate their firm’s performance on a seven 
point Likert-type scale (where: 1 equals “<10%” and 7 
equals “86-100%”).  

Market orientation items were based on Narver  
and Slater (1990), and Subramanian and Gopalakrishna 
(2001), then adapted and modified to fit the context 
based on the pilot work.  There were a total of 25 items, 
including 6 which pertain to customer orientation    
(e.g., “Show commitment to clients”), 4 to competitor 
orientation (e.g., “Respond rapidly to competitors’ 
actions”), 5 to inter-functional coordination (e.g., “All 
functions work together to meet the client needs”), 5    
to long-term focus (e.g., “Adopt long-term focus in 
matters of profits”), and 5 to profit emphasis (i.e., 
“Profit performance is measured for each service  
unit”).  Respondents rated their efforts in the market- 
place on a seven-point Likert-type scale (where: 
1=strongly disagree; 7=strongly agree).  

The questionnaire was pre-tested with ten 
owners of veterinary clinics and hospitals to validate 
it before the real data collection process began. 
Participants were asked to evaluate the questionnaire 
for clarity, ambiguous questions, and relevance to 
this business context.  The pre-test study indicated 



 

 

that the time needed for answering the question was 
appropriate. However, a few wordings in the ques- 
tionnaire needed adjustment for easier understanding 
by respondents, such as changing technical financial 
terms (e.g., ROA) to more common words such as 
revenue and profitability. 

The final questionnaire with a cover letter 
explaining the purpose of the survey was mailed to 
the target population. The sample for this study was 
drawn randomly from a reliable database developed 
by a commercial veterinary company on the sample 
of veterinary clinics and hospitals in Bangkok and 
suburban areas–Samutprakarn, Nonthaburi and Patum- 
thani.  A total of 112 questionnaires with self-
addressed, stamped reply envelops were mailed out. 
Eighty useable responses or 71.4 percent of potential 
respondents was obtained. 

Eighty percent of the respondents were male and 
twenty percent were female.  A half of the respon- 
dents were 26-35 years old, and only one was 
younger.  Only thirty percent of respondents had less 
than 5 years work experience in the veterinary care 
business, but half had owned their own business for 
less than 5 years.  The majority (80 percent) of the 
businesses were clinics, with only 20 percent being 
hospitals. 
 
Validity and Reliability Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation 
was used to assess how well the questionnaire    
items represent the underlying constructs or sub-
dimensions. The factor results indicated that owners 
of veterinary clinics and hospitals perceive five 
components, based on the standard criteria of using 
factors with eigenvalues greater than one. The basic 
structure was similar to the prior framework we 
developed from the literature, but some detail 
differed.  Four factors seemed to fit four of the sub-
dimensions from the literature quite well, and were 
named “customer orientation” (5 items), “competitor 
orientation” (5 items), “long-term focus” (3 items) 
and “profit emphasis” (3 items), following the 
literature.  One factor seemed to incorporate the 
inter-functional coordination, but was broader.  It 
consisted of 9 items, and we named it “information 
flow.”  Most of the original inter-functional coor- 
dination items were about information flow between 
functions.  Several other items, which were originally 
on other sub-dimensions, but which are about  
various types of information, also loaded on this 
factor.  Overall, then, the respondents seem to view 
information flow as a coherent whole, and do not 
seem to divide information into various components 
across the different sub-dimensions of market 
orientation.  Otherwise, the conceptualization about 
market orientations seems fairly consistent with the 
literature. 

Therefore, we used the factor results to guide 
construction of the composite variables which re- 
present the sub-dimensions in this research, slightly 

rearranging the item groupings from the prior theory 
to adapt to the context of this study.  The summary 
statistics are noted in Tables 1 and 2.  The scale 
reliability of each sub-dimension was assessed using 
Cronbach’s alpha as suggested by Feldt et al. (1987). 
The alpha for each component of market orientation 
was high, above 0.7. For the business performance 
scale reliability, the alpha for customer response   
was 0.63, slightly weak but within the range of 
acceptability, and the alpha for financial performance 
was high, again above 0.7. Thus, all scale reliability 
coefficients adequately meet the standards recom- 
mended by Nunnally (1967).  Furthermore, the 
“Alpha if Item Deleted” columns in these tables 
indicate that none of the individual questions 
significantly decreases the overall reliability of the 
instruments, and no substantial improvement can be 
made by deleting any item. 
 
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Descriptive Analysis 

The overall means of the market orientation 
components show that customer orientation (mean = 
5.97) had the strongest agreement.  Long-term focus 
(mean = 5.57) and information flow (mean = 5.15) 
were also moderately strong.  The profit emphasis 
(mean = 4.33) received only weak agreement, and 
competitor orientation (mean = 3.92) was marginally 
below the mid-point of the scale, indicating that 
respondents were mostly neutral in answering this 
question (Table 1).  For business performance, the 
respondents seem somewhat stronger at customer 
response (mean = 5.24), and perceived high ability to 
acquire, satisfy, and retain customers.  The mean of 
financial performance (mean = 4.20) was only 
moderately above the mid-point of the scale (Table 2).   

In general, the veterinary care businesses operate 
on the principle of customer intimacy, remain close 
to their customers, supply their customer to suit 
different customer needs, and focus on customer 
satisfaction and customer loyalty. Their goal is not 
obtain to short-term profit, but they adopt long-term 
focus in matters of profits.  However, they are not 
obsessed with benchmarking their offerings against 
competitors.  
 

Hypotheses Testing 
Regression analysis was used for testing the 

hypotheses.  The first regression examined H1 that 
stronger market orientation should improve customer 
response.  The regression using the five market 
orientation components as independent variables, 
with the customer response component as dependent, 
was significant, shown in Table 3, indicating that at 
least some part of market orientation had some 
impact on customer response.  The equation accounts 
for about one-fifth of variance in customer response. 
Only one component, customer orientation, was 



 

 

found to be a significant determinant of business 
performance (β =.333, p < .01).  Thus, although not 
all components of market orientation seem relevant 
here, H1 was supported.  The specific part of market 
orientation that seems critical in this context of 
veterinary services is customer orientation.  When 
the degree of customer orientation increases, it leads 
to better customer response. 

For testing H2, the regression analysis was done 
using customer response as the independent variable, 
and financial performance as dependent.  The sum- 
mary of this regression is shown in Table 4.  A 
positive relationship between the variables was 
found. The model fit is significant (at p = .01), and 
the adjusted R2 indicates that customer response 
explained about one-fifth of the variation in financial 
performance.  Since there is only one independent 
variable, the parameter on customer response is 
significant.  H2 was supported, indicating that better 
customer response leads to better financial per- 
formance. 

H3 was tested using regression to examine the 
strength of the association between the components of 
market orientation as independent variables and 
financial performance as the dependent variable. 
Regression results are presented in Table 5.  
According to the table, the results do not provide 
support for H3, which concerns the direct link between 
a firm’s level of market orientation and financial 
performance.  The equation is not significant overall, 
and there is no significant relationship between any 
component of market orientation and financial 
performance. Thus, market orientation did not have the 
direct effect on financial performance. Rather, the 
impact is indirect; market orientation, especially 
customer orientation, will influence customer response 
by developing a better firm wide understanding of the 
customer needs and how to create customer value.  
Greater customer orientation shows up in employee 
behavior and management decisions to lead to high 
levels of customer acquisition, satisfaction, and 
retention, which in turn impacts financial performance.  
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study has a few limitations that need to be 
mentioned.  As with any single survey, one should 
not over-generalize.  Here, customer orientation 
clearly impacts business performance, both directly 
on customer response, and indirectly on financial 
performance.  This industry in Thailand depends 
highly on interpersonal interactions in service 
delivery, because consumers in Thai culture are very 
oriented toward these human relationships in a high 
level service.  It is possible that services with a lower 
level of interpersonal interaction might have different 
results, or that cultures with less expectation of 
extensive human interaction might differ.   

A second limitation is the subjective measures  
from business owners for business performance.  
Financial information is usually considered confidential 

by small privately held firms, especially in Asia 
where traditions of business secrecy are much more 
strongly entrenched than in the West.  Nevertheless, 
our extensive experience in marketing research in 
Asia suggests that business owners give a more 
realistic assessment when the measurement scale is 
somewhat vague.  They are less willing to answer 
accurately when asked for more precise objective 
financial data, and the majority frequently will not 
answer at all.  Moreover, while business owners in 
this industry are close to their customers and have a 
fairly good feel for how they react to the service, 
measuring customer response directly from customers 
would be more accurate.  Dyadic sampling is much 
more complex, and it was decided to simply focus on 
demonstrating that market orientation does impact 
business performance in this pilot work.  Future 
research should expand the scope and refine the 
measurement. 

Within these limitations, the empirical evidence 
provided by this research shows that customer 
orientation, which Slater and Narver (1994b) described 
as the heart of market orientation, was the key 
component of market orientation in determining 
customer response.  Customer orientation works        
on financial performance indirectly, through the 
mediating variable of customer response, i.e., firms in 
this industry that are more customer oriented get  
better customer response, and happier, more 
committed customers then contribute to better 
financial performance.  This is useful to know. 

An important implication for high level 
professional service businesses in general and 
veterinary care businesses in particular is that they 
can gain competitive advantage and improve their 
business performance by being more customer 
oriented – i.e., customers certainly like customer 
orientation better, and caring for customers is not 
detrimental to the bottom line, but actually con- 
tributes to better financial results.  Of course, 
companies would have to be careful about the cost 
structure of the services provided, but this is about 
careful implementation of the details.  The fun- 
damental strategic issue is that customer orientation 
pays off.  Firms should make the commitment to be 
as customer oriented as possible within their resource 
constraints. 

Moreover, entrepreneurs, practice managers and 
executive management should consider that every 
decision in the organization must begin with the 
customer – anticipating how customers will respond 
and the extent to which this will give any competitive 
advantage.  The entire organization should follow 
through to insist on providing superior quality and 
service on the customer’s own terms, and be tuned to 
changes in customer requirements.  The common 
ground between all truly excellent service firms is 
that they know it “all starts with the customer” and 
they look first to the customer to define quality and 
value (Brown, 2003).  Firms need to understand 
customer needs, including the buying process and the 



 

 

buying criteria that customers use. Many firms claim 
to know intuitively what motivates their customers  
to do business with them, but frequently their 
understanding is shallow, and rarely do they attempt 
to get “under the skin” of customers (Wilson, 1994).  

Therefore, becoming truly customer oriented 
should be a continuing and painstaking effort to share 
the details of customer experiences and problems. 
Everyone in the organization should be able to relate 

to customer experiences, learn from them, and 
consider all parts of the customer experience as 
potential areas for improvement. Firms should there- 
fore encourage employees to spend time with 
customers to truly know them and understand their 
needs. Ultimately, this quest for understanding 
fulfilling customer needs will translate into superior 
firm performance. 

 
 
 

Figure 1: Market Orientation (Narver and Slater, 1990) 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
       

 
 

Figure 2: A Conceptual Model of Market Orientation and Business Performance 
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Table 1: Summary Results and Reliability Analysis for Market Orientation 
 

Scale Items 
Mean Standard 

deviation 
Item 

correlation 
 to scale 

Alpha 
if item 
deleted 

Customer Orientation; Cronbach alpha = .7716 
Show commitment to clients 
Create services that offer value for clients 
Hold client satisfaction as a major objective 
Discover and implement new value for clients 
Try to overcome any deficiency  
Overall mean of items = 5.9700, SD = .7854 

 
6.5250 
6.0375 
6.4125 
5.0750 
5.8000 

 
0.7459 
1.0726 
.8957 
1.3942 
1.1183 

 
.6540 
.5431 
.4705 
.6307 
.5388 

 

 
.7193 
.7297 
.7538 
.7085 
.7317 

 
Competitor Orientation; Cronbach alpha = .8783 
Response rapidly to competitors’ action 
Discussing competitors’ strategies 
Creating target opportunities for competitive advantage 
Require rapid payback of new services/facilities 
Emphasize improved performance relative to competitors 
Overall mean of items = 3.9225, SD = 1.4147 

 
4.0375 
3.7875 
3.8500 
3.6500 
4.2875 

 
1.5626 
1.7480 
1.6466 
1.8356 
1.8225 

 
.7418 
.7575 
.8367 
.6237 
.6176 

 

 
.8465 
.8407 
.8230 
.8743 
.8754 

Information Flow; Cronbach alpha = .8807 
All function work together to meet clients’ needs 
Information shared among function 
Functional integration in strategy 
All function work together to offer value to clients 
Different service units share resources with each other 
Understand client needs 
Measure client satisfaction 
Provide follow-up services for clients 
Sharing competitor information 
Overall mean of items = 5.1542, SD = 1.0042 

 
5.7750 
5.2500 
4.0125 
5.6250 
5.4625 
5.7250 
4.9250 
5.1750 
4.4375 

 
1.1360 
1.4097 
1.5950 
1.3536 
1.3307 
1.4832 
1.5326 
1.5326 
1.5899 

 

 
.5835 
.7407 
.6722 
.6917 
.6591 
.4071 
.7503 
.6826 
.4741 

 

 
.8721 
.8576 
.8639 
.8623 
.8651 
.8833 
.8561 
.8626 
.8830 

Long-term Focus; Cronbach alpha = .7874 
Adopt long-term focus in matters of profits 
Satisfy all key constituencies in the long run 
Aim for positive profit margin in the long run 
Overall mean of items = 5.5708, SD = 1.1549 

 
5.4500 
5.8375 
5.4250 

 
1.4832 
1.1301 
1.5159 

 
.6901 
.4991 
.7349 

 
.6408 
.8383 
.5861 

 
Profit Emphasis; Cronbach alpha = .7211 
Profit performance is measured for each service unit 
All service units are required to be profitable 
Emphasize earning revenues sufficient to cover long-range 

expenses 
Overall mean of items = 4.3292, SD = 1.3137 

 
3.5500 
4.3000 
5.1375 

 
1.8752 
1.6412 
1.3756 

 
.4621 
.6821 
.5240 

 
.7595 
.4521 
.6683 

Notes:  Seven-point Likert-type Scale, 7 = strongly agree, 1 = 
strongly disagree  
             N = 80 

    

 

Table 2: Summary Results and Reliability Analysis for Customer Response and Financial Performance 
 

Scale Items 
Mean Standard 

deviation 
Item 

correlation 
 to scale 

Alpha 
if item 
deleted 

Customer Response; Cronbach alpha = .6279 
Customer satisfaction 
Customer retention 
Customer acquisition 
Overall mean of items = 5.2457, SD = .9334 

 
5.5750 
5.6250 
4.5375 

 
.9247 
1.0835 
1.5907 

 
.5485 
.4630 
.3951 

 

 
.4471 
.5059 
.6904 

Financial Performance; Cronbach alpha = .8277 
Revenue 
Business growth 
Profitability   
Overall mean of items = 4.2000, SD = 1.3191 

 
4.6625 
3.8500 
4.0875 

 
1.5174 
1.6234 
1.4425 

 
.6073 
.6361 
.8308 

 
.8369 
.8162 
.6216 

Notes:  Seven-point Likert-type Scale, 7 = “86-100%”, 1 = “< 
10%”  
             N = 80 

    



 

 

Table 3: Regression of Market Orientation Components on Customer Response 
 

 

R R2 Adjusted R2 

Standard error 
of  

the estimate  
 .434 .188    .133 2.6068  
 Sum of square df Mean square F Significance 
Regression 111.617   5 23.323 3.432 .008 
Residual 502.870 74   6.796   
Total 619.488 79    

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standard error 

Standardized 
Coefficients beta t Significance 

(Constant) 7.322 2.382  3.074 .003 
Customer Orientation    .333    .093 .467 3.595 .001 
Competitor 
Orientation 

-6.221E-04    .058 -.002  -.011 .991 

Information Flow 5.191E-03    .041   .017   .126 .900 
Long-term Focus -8.994E-02    .114 -.111  -.792 .431 
Profit Emphasis -1.891E-02    .100 -.027 -.189 .850 
 
 

Table 4: Regression of Customer Response on Financial Performance 
 

 

R R2 Adjusted R2 

Standard error 
of  

the estimate  
 .429 .184 .174 3.5975  
 Sum of square df Mean square F Significance 
Regression   227.729 1 227.729 17.596 .000 
Residual 1009.471 78   12.942   
Total 1237.200 79    

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standard error 

Standardized 
Coefficients beta t Significance 

(Constant) 3.058 2.310  1.324 .189 
Customer Response   .606   .145 .429 4.195 .000 
 

 
Table 5: Regression of Market Orientation Components on Financial Performance 
 

 

R R2 Adjusted R2 

Standard error 
of  

the estimate  
 .331 .110 .049 3.8582  
 Sum of square df Mean square F Significance 
Regression   135.667 5 27.133 1.823 .119 
Residual 1101.533 74 14.886   
Total 1237.200 79    

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standard error 

Standardized 
Coefficients beta T Significance 

(Constant) 3.278 3.526    .930 .356 
Customer Orientation   .218   .137 .217 1.593 .115 
Competitor 
Orientation 

4.996E-02   .086 .089   .581 .563 

Information Flow 1.858E-03   .061 .004   .031 .976 
Long-term Focus 3.571E-02   .168 .031   .212 .832 
Profit Emphasis 8.801E-02   .148 .088   .595 .553 
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