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Abstract: This study explores market orientation in the Tourism and Travel companies. Authors hypothesized a 

positive relationship between market orientation and four organizational factors, including professional 

commitment, professional education, and professional ethics of the senior management team, and 

organizational entrepreneurship, and also the three environmental factors, including perceptions of two states 

of competition and the demand. The study also examines the relationship between market orientation and 

Organizational Performance. Data from top Tourism and Travel Companies was collected and was used to 

empirically test the hypothesized relationships. 

 

I. Introduction 
Market Orientation has been defined as ―organization wide generation of market intelligence, 

dissemination of market intelligence, Dissemination of market information across the departments, and 

organization wide responsiveness to market intelligence.‖ by Kohli and Jaworski (1990). The advantages of an 

organization for being market orientated are discussed by various scholars in research papers, books articles etc 

(Webster, 1988; Kotler, 1988, Payne, 1988). High level of market orientation has been related with higher 

business performance (Kohlo and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Opeda, 2011; Sussan and Johnson, 

1997; Mahmoud 2011). Moreover, in simple words market orientation is said to be main construct behind 

successful current marketing management and strategies. 

Various scholars have come up with empirical work on the topic of market orientation. Researchers in 

past have focused on replicating antecedents and consequences of market orientation, and towards development 

of an applicable measure of construct to test its effect on organizational performance ((Jaworski and Kohli, 
1993; Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990; Siguaw, Brown, and Widing, 1994; Slater 

and Narver, 1994). Earlier researches, however have several limitations. The studies used Strategic business 

units (SBU), banking sector, manufacturing sector, but tourism and travel sector has been overlooked. These 

have provided precious insights. The stoutness of marketing orientation models should be studied using other 

industry type, specifically tourism and travel industry. There is also need of identifying the role of additional 

influences on market orientation within organizations (Hambrick, 1987; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Siguaw, 

Brown, and Widing, 1994). Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990 tried to expand valid 

measures of market orientation with limited results. Narver and Slater‘s (1990) measure of market orientation 

was criticized for its narrow focus and inclusion of items that did not reflect certain activities and behaviors 

representing market orientation (Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar, 1993). Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) 

recommended extra attention to be paid towards market orientation. They also suggested application of the 
concept of market orientation to service industry.  

As many practitioners have testified, that the present environment confronting service sector is 

challenging. There is an ever increasing demand for services (Kotler and Andreason, 1991). Although various 

precise propositions have been presented to address these challenges, various authors have called in for a wider 

approach, including a model of market orientation in Tourism and travel industry. Various attempts have been 

made by various authors focusing towards research in tourism industry related with market orientation (Qu et al, 

2005: Bigne et al, 2005).  

This study is guided by the attempts that have been made earlier by researchers and critiques. The results 

of the study will contribute to our overall knowledge of market orientation in tourism and travel industry by 

extending the work of earlier studies done by researchers (e.g. Kohli and Jaworski, 1990: Narver and Slater, 

1993: Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar, 1993: Wood and Bhuian, 1993). Specially, the research reported here is 

focused towards: 
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1) Development of model describing a relationship between market orientation, its antecedents and the 

consequent ‗Organizational Performance‘.  

2) Testing of the models by empirical examination of eight specific hypotheses concerning with the 
antecedents and consequents of market orientation. 

3) Presenting of the results and implications for managers and researchers in quest of prescriptive advices 

for improvement organizational performance.  

The focus is on tourism and travel industry, addressing the call for more research in this area. 

 

II. Background: The Model 
In present era, academicians, researchers and practitioners have increased their focus on market 

orientation and the factors that produce this orientation in the organizations. Narver and Slater (1990) and Kohli 

and Jaworski (1990) noted that market orientation has always of interest of individuals which they held 
responsible for attaining organizational performance. Figure.1 displays the hypothesized model of the current 

study.  

Market Orientation 

Market orientation has been recognized as vital success factors in organizations of present day. There 

are two prominent concepts of market orientation that were given by Jaworski and Kohli (1990) and Narvar and 

Slater (1990). While Jaworski and Kohli (1990) considered market orientation as the implementation of the 

Marketing concept, Narver and Slater (1990) considered it as an organizational culture. It is simply earning 

profit by creating opportunities to more effectively satisfy our customers' needs within the constraints of our 

resource and skill limitations", (Payne A. 1988). 

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) defined market orientation as "the organization-wide generation of market 

intelligence, dissemination of the intelligence across departments and organization-wide responsiveness to it". 
Deshpande and Farley (1998) defined market orientation as ―the set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at creating and satisfying customers through continuous needs-assessment‖. Market orientation is 

defined as the organization culture (i.e., culture and climate, Deshpande and Webster 1989) that effectively and 

efficiently creates the necessary behaviors for the creation of superior value for buyers and, thus, continuous 

superior performance for the business (Aaker 1988; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Kotler 1984; 1982; Shapiro 1988; 

Webster 1988). Kohli and Jaworski (1990) elucidated briefly the market orientation construct. They explained 

market orientation as a marketing concept. The following elements were given in the construct by them; (1) 

Intelligence Generation: market orientation starts from intelligence generation. It was referred as collection of 

intelligence through various formal and informal means. And they also quoted that generation of intelligence is 

not exclusive function of the marketing department. It can be collected by each any every employee of the 

organization and both frontend and back end. The generated intelligence can be related to customer, competitors 

and changes in technology etc, (2) Intelligence Dissemination: authors related intelligence dissemination with 
the flow of information within the organization. It is all about the communicating and educating the fellow 

managers in other functionalities within the organization (Levitt, 1969). Authors expressed that there should be 

formal procedure for intelligence dissemination. The horizontal communication of intelligence is also a form of 

intelligence dissemination within an organization, and (3) Responsiveness: the final element of market 

orientation is responsiveness to market intelligence. Authors stated that there should be proper responsive to the 

intelligence which have been received by the managers/employees of the organization. An organization cannot 

accomplish its objectives until it is responsive to the generated intelligence. Authors also stated that all 

departments should respond to the information received by them. The key Elements of market orientation are 

outlined in Figure. 2  

Antecedents to Market Orientation 

Various researchers in their studies have explored probable antecedents to market orientation (e.g. 
Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Woods and Bhuian, 1993). As displayed in Figure. 1, this 

study proposes that the degree of market orientation of an organization is depending upon seven main 

antecedents that are: (1) Professional commitment of senior management team, (2) Professional Education of 

Senior Management Team, (3) Professional Ethics of Senior Management Team, (4) Operational 

Entrepreneurship, (5) Perception of Presence and Intensity of Competition, (6) Perception of Competition as a 

threat, and (7) Perception of Demand as under or over the capacity to serve. 
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Figure 1.  Antecedents and consequents of Market Orientation: Hypothesized model. 

 
The degree of market orientation directly influences the organizational performance. Discussed below are the 

seven main antecedents of market orientation. 

Professional commitment of senior management team: it is key aspect of professionalism (Bartol, 1979; 

Carbone, 1990; Woods and Bhuian, 1993).It refers to an individual‘s commitment with career and desire to 

remain in a particular profession, if provided with opportunities to change professions. Several scholars have 

suggested that that professionalism of senior management teams is a one of the key factors towards development 

of a customer orientation and consequently attaining immense organizational success (Drucker, 1989; Kotler 
and Andreason, 1991; Harmancioglu et al, 2010). In fact, in effort to ensure regular quality service to customers, 

senior management of numerous organizations are giving an effort to enhance their professionalism through 

participating in a broad range of management training activities (Byrne, 1990).  A precise assessment of the 

construct suggests that professionalism of senior management teams possibly could be related to market 

orientation (Unterman and Davis, 1984; Harmancioglu et al, 2010). A high level of professional commitment is 

seen in senior managers and they also have view that ‗their work is their career rather than just a job‘. Such kind 

of dedication to career and aspirations reinforce long-term professional goals (e.g., consistently providing 

quality service to the customers). Consequently, this long-term orientation is likely to influence the value senior 

managers‘ place on information about customers who are the essence of a market orientation.   

 Professional education of the senior management team: it is another dimension of professionalism that 

seems to play important role in market orientation. If refers to the belief that continual professional education is 

important for high quality management (Hambrick et al, 1989; Hampton and Hampton, 2004). Senior managers 
of operations who are strongly identified by their profession often tend to emphasize their continuous skills 

development for themselves as well as for other members of the management team. Different development 

programs of associated professional societies are utilized by them (Wood and Bhuian, 1993), providing different 

educational opportunities to their members, which include information dissemination, researches, conferences 

and seminars which again open up a portal through which exchange of ideas among professionals can be done. 

These activities aim towards improvement of the knowledge and skills of members to ensure consistent, high-

quality service to their customers. As suggested above, improved services to customers require information 

about customers, which is the essential for market orientation. 

 Professional ethics of the senior management team: It is the third dimension of professionalism. It 

refers to responsibility felt by the senior managers through which they avoid personal reasons which endanger 

their objective of dedication towards rendering high quality services to customers and also doing it in a right 
manner (Bartol, 1979; Carbone, 1990). While facing a conflict between self interest and customer interest senior 

management strengthened with service ethics have deep concern to serve their customers using their profession. 

Consequently, managers are driven by a high sense of professional ethics leading them to yield their self-interest 

to customer‘s interests when conflicts exist. Thus, managers with strong professional ethics are dedicated to 

serve customers with high service quality. Once again, to serve customers with higher service quality they 

would be needing information and this resulting in market orientation (Woods and Bhuian, 1993; Singh and 

Kumar, 2011; Guenzi and Troilo, 2007). 
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All of the three dimensions have a common objective; serving of organization‘s customers. And to serve 

customers in more satisfying manner, gathering, dissemination and responsiveness to the information is required 

of customers. This sets direction of an organization towards becoming market orientated. 
 Organizational entrepreneurship: entrepreneurship has been recognized with a leading organizational 

personality (Shapiro, 1975). Organizational entrepreneurship is an organization‘s willingness to support and 

nurture creativity, flexibility and to take calculated risks (Quince, 2003; Roskos and Klandt, 2007; Liu et al, 

2002). Organizational entrepreneurship is the willingness of organization for renewal of efforts towards pursuit 

of new ventures and opportunities (Burgleman, 1984). Organizational entrepreneurship refers to the 

organizational process of risk taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness (Covin&Slevin, 1991; Morris & Paul, 

1987; Liu, Dubinsky, and Shi, 2000). Risk taking is making reasonable in the times of uncertainty. 

Innovativeness is introduction of new products and services in new markets. Whereas, proactiveness is basically 

about finding new methods for achievement of organizational objectives. In recent times, organizational 

entrepreneurship moreover associated with taking constructive risks, more focus on research and development, 

giving importance to growth over stability and introduction of new products at a rapid pace in market (Woods 
and Bhuian, 2000).  

 High level of organizational entrepreneurship and market orientation represent responses towards 

increasingly complex and turbulent environments (Drucker, 1980, 1985; Wood and Bhuian, 1993, 2000; Grey 

and Greenly, 1999). In this study we've hypothesized a relationship between entrepreneurship orientation and 

market orientation.  

 Perception of Presence and intensity of competition: it encourages organizations to look out for 

information about those entities which are affected by competition. It supports the view that that organizational 

success and ultimate survival will come to those organizations that best understand competition which affects 

them (Kotler and Andreasen, 1991; Steinberg, 1987). The external environment in which an organization 

operates is complex and ever evolving. Every organization is competing for survival, raw material, customers 

and their loyalty. Each and every organization is aware about the presence of competition and its intensity. 

Those organizations which seek after the competition collect accurate information from customers for the 
purpose of evaluation and also use such kind of information for their own benefit (Narver and Slater, 1994; 

Woods and Bhuian, 1993, 2000; Lewrick et al, 2011, Armstrong and Collopy, 1996).  

Perception of competition as a threat: it is basically evaluation of competition and what damage competition 

can do to our organization. It leads an organization to evaluate competitors and also to attend the customers 

(Schwartz, 1989). It is about identification of threat from competition which drives an organization to look their 

customers need and requirements thereby enhancing the organizational performance (Woods and Bhuian, 1993, 

2000; Wang et al, 2011). An organization is more inclined to adopt market orientation when it perceives 

competition as a threat.  

 Perception of demand as under or over the capacity to serve:it influences the organizations capacity to 

search information. It is a situation where the present demand for the organization‘s goods/services is below the 

desired demand level; demand over the organization‘s capacity to serve is a situation where the current demand 
for the organization‘s goods/services is above the desired demand level or, more particularly, above the level 

that can be served (Woods and Bhuian, 1993, 2000; Zhou et al, 2009). Theoretically, organizations seek out for 

information on customers and adjust their market offerings made. This is done in order to improve the current 

situation faced by the organization. 

 
III. Market orientation and organizational performance 

 Market orientation has been linked with organizational performance. Various scholars have stated that 

higher level of market orientation results in higher organizational performance. A positive relationship had been 

established between market orientation and organizational performance in the past (Narver and Slater, 1990; 

Kohli and Jaworski, 1990, Han et al 1996; Bunić, 2007; Opeda, 2011). Various studies and researches done in 

the past show that adaptation of marketing concepts and principles and use of the research in an organization 

have resulted in greater organizational performance (Kotler 1984; Levitt, 1969; Webster, 1988; Wood and 

Bhuian, 1993, 2000). The following hypotheses formally state the linkages shown in figure. 1  

H01: Market orientation is not positively related to the professional commitment of the senior management 

team. 

H02: Market orientation is not positively related to the professional education of the senior management team. 
H03: Market orientation is not positively related to the professional ethics of the senior management team. 

H04: Market orientation is not positively related to organizational entrepreneurship. 

H05: Market orientation is not positively related to the perception of presence and intensity of competition. 

H06: Market orientation is not positively related to perception of competition as a threat.  

H07: Market orientation is not positively related to the perception of demand faced by the organization as under 

or over the capacity to serve. 
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H08: Organizational performance is not positively related to market orientation. 

In the following section data collection techniques and scale development activities are described which are 

used to test hypotheses. 
 

IV. Method 
Scale development 

 Till now, two studies have tried to create a valid for measure of market orientation in an organization, 

but both had inadequacies. Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) reviewed work of Narver and Slater (1990) and 

summarized their limitations. Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) also listed the shortcomings of their study and 

described their scale to be too long to be practical. They also stated that the items in the scale were over 

specified and not generalized according to needs of various industries. And only modest support was presented 

in the study to validate market orientation. A more refined scale developed by Woods and Bhuian (2000) based 
on the study of Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) and this refined scale is used in the present study. 

The scale represents the domain and elements of market orientation as displayed in the figure. 2.  
 

 
Figure 2. Domain and elements of Market Orientation 

 
Responses were recorded on a 5-point Likert scale (where 1= much more time and effort was spent, 3= about 

the same time and effort was spent, and 5=much less time and effort was spent .It also includes 1=strongly 
agree, 3=neutral, 5=strongly disagree) (Woods and Bhuian, 2000). The scale developed by was Woods and 

Bhuian (2000) for nonprofit organizations but can be generalized for all kinds of organizations after some after 

slight alteration. The questionnaire used for the data collection contains 37 questions. Market orientation 

contains 11 questions. Professional commitment of the senior management team variable, Perception of the 

presence and intensity of competition and Professional education of the senior management team variable 

contains 3 questions each. Professional ethics of the senior management team contains 2 questions. 

Organizational entrepreneurship variable contains 8 questions. Perception of competition as a threat variable 

contains 2 questions. Perception of demand as under or over the capacity to serve variable contains 1 question. 

Organizational performance variable contains 4 questions.    

 

V. Data Collection 
 The data was collected through self administrated questionnaires from 100 senior level executives 

irrespective of their qualification from Central India namely Gwalior, Bhind, Morena, Indore, Bhopal, Dholpur, 

and Datia. Out of 100 questionnaires filled by the respondents, 71 were returned by the respondents and 60 were 

considered usable in testing stage. Convenience sampling method was used to collect the data.  
 

Characteristics of Sample 
 

Gender 
Male 41 

Female 19 

Total 60 

 
Type of Organization 

Private 59 

Public 01 

Total 60 

 
Age Group 

 

Below 25 years  15 

25 – 35 years  25 

35 and above  20 

Total 60 
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6. Analysis and Discussions 
Item describing Professional Education ―travel agency operator strongly believe in the importance of continuing 

professional education (e.g., attending seminars, workshops, and conferences on various issues concerning 

professional development)‖ was deleted from the questionnaire by the researcher to increase alpha coefficient to 

0.614 from 0.592 which is acceptable (Nunnally, 1978; 1988).  
 

Table 1: Factor Analysis of Market Orientation scale  

Variable 
Items Communalities Factor 

Loading 
 
 

 

Intelligence 

Generation 

Understanding customer‘s needs. .666 .798 

Understanding how external environmental factors 

Influence customer‘s needs. 
.698 .622 

Understanding how the marketing programs 

Competitors influence customers‘ expectations 

and service preferences. 

.597 .664 

Utilizing as many means as possible to generate 

market information. 
.511 .577 

 

 

 

Intelligence 

Dissemination 

Ensuring that market information is communicated 

to all relevant departments in the organization.* 
.682 .352 

Conducting interdepartmental meetings to discuss 

market trends and developments. 
.547 .734 

Disseminating data on customer satisfaction to all 

relevant departments. 
.611 .683 

 

 

 

 

Responsiveness 

Developing goods and services based on 

information concerning Customer‘s needs. 
.511 .687 

Developing systems to promote, deliver, and price 

your goods and services based on information 

concerning customers‘ needs. 

.575 .743 

Utilizing marketing techniques to develop new 

goods and services. 
.662 .782 

Utilizing marketing techniques to develop systems 

to promote, deliver, and price goods and services. 
.621 .673 

*Item Deleted 
The dimensionality and reliability of the MO scale were estimated by factor analysis and coefficient alpha. In 

the factor analysis items exhibited an inability to discriminate among the three dimensions (intelligence 

generation, dissemination, responsiveness) and resulted in market orientation construct. The fifth item in 

Intelligence Dissemination: Ensuring that market information is communicated to all relevant departments in the 

organization was not included in the scale.  

 

Table 2: Reliability Statistics 
 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

.617 10 

 

Nunnally, (1978) recommended calculation of coefficient alpha (also known as Cronbach alpha) in order to 

assess the reliability of a multiple-item variable. Churchill and Peter (1984) suggested an accepted level for the 

alpha coefficient. According to them a value of alpha below 0.60 is undesirable. Nunnally, (1978; 1988) 

indicated that new developed measures can be accepted with an alpha value of 0.60, otherwise, 0.70 should be 

the threshold. However, considering the use of these scales for the first time in a new culture, the cut off value 

for the alpha coefficient was set up for 0.60 for all the scales (self-developed scales). The Alfa Coefficient of the 

market orientation scale is 0.617 which is acceptable. 
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To test the hypotheses stated above, standardized regression analysis (the method of multiple regression) was 

used. The regression results are displayed in Table 3 and Table 4. The results for the three dimensions of 

professionalism of senior management team (H01-H03), organizational entrepreneurship (H04), perception of 
competition (H05, H06), perception regarding state of demand (H07) are presented. The hypotheses H01-H07 are 

proposed antecedents of market orientation. The last hypotheses, H08 composes of organizational performance 

which in turn is consequent of market orientation (MO). The results displayed in the Table 3 where dependent 

variable is Market orientation (MO) indicating its relation to professional commitment of the senior 

management team with significance affect with p = 0.168and null hypotheses is not accepted. Whereas 

professional education of senior management team had no significance affect on Market orientation (MO) with 

p = .001 hence null hypotheses is accepted. Professional ethics, the third dimension of the professionalism of 

senior management with p =.058. It supports the H3. The previous studies like Woods and Bhuian, 2000; 

Badasch, 1988; Byrne, 1990; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990 have tested and implied the 

relationship between market orientation and professional commitment of senior management of organizations. 

But second finding is not consistent with the earlier works of the scholars. No relationship was found between 
professional education of the senior management and market orientation. The results were found consistent with 

the works of Woods and Bhuian (2000), where they had the same result against the works of earlier researchers 

indicating that market orientation of organization being affected by the professional education of the senior 

management. This inconsistency can be explained by the ‗orientation‘ concept. In simple words ‗orientations‘ 

evolving according to the changing environment and ever evolving organizations. (Ansoff, 1984; Troye and 

Wood, 1989). For example, senior management in all industries are nowadays oriented towards cost reduction 

which is posing as a major problem for an organization. The results of this study also indicate that professional 

ethics are marginally significant with p =0.058. It can be interpreted that in terms of tourism and travel industry, 

importance of existing and potential customers may not be practical. Various tourism and travel operators may 

or may not have adequate resources to fulfill the needs of their customers.  

 The relationship between operational entrepreneurship and market orientation described as H04 is 

accepted through regression analysis. The analysis results shows that the relationship between the two is 
perfectly significant where p= .000, hence null hypotheses is accepted. These findings are not consistent with 

the earlier empirical and theoretical works of Morris and Paul, 1987; Graham, 1990; Lipp, 1991; Wood and 

Bhuian, 1993. The result can be interpreted as that the organizations are not active in market area and not 

performing its entrepreneurial duties like searching new markets, opening new markets, performing R&D 

activities etc. The basic function of an entrepreneur is risk taking and expanding its business. It can also be 

interpreted that the organization is satisfied with the current working area and doesn‘t wants to explore expand 

its domain of working, i.e. don‘t want to take risks. 

 

Table 3: Regression Results 
Coefficients

a 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 15.719 2.712  5.797 .000 

Commitment .275 .197 .147 1.397 .168 

Education -1.253 .364 -.366 -3.443 .001 

Ethics -.664 .343 -.213 -1.937 .058 

OperEnt .573 .111 .555 5.170 .000 

Perception -.231 .199 -.135 -1.165 .250 

Competition -.082 .225 -.041 -.365 .717 

Serve .105 .279 .043 .377 .707 

a. Dependent Variable: MO 

Perception and presence of intensity of competition which constitutes H05. Here p = 0.250. Hence null 

hypotheses is not accepted. Hence it is interpreted that there positive relationship between market orientation 

and perception and presence of intensity of competition. Perception of competition as a threat (H06) and its 

relationship with Market orientation is discussed here. The result does not support the hypothesized relationship 

between H06 and Perception of competition as a threat (p = 0.717 respectively). Thus the null hypothesis is not 

accepted here. Here alternative hypotheses is accepted and is inferred that there is positive relationship between 
perception of competition as a threat. It is interpreted that market orientation is triggered by perceiving 

competition as a threat to long term and short term prosperity of an organization. And taking action before any 

damage is caused by the competition to the firm.  
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Now explained is hypothesized relationship between Perceptions of demand faced by the organization as under 

or over the capacity to serve (H07) and market orientation of an organization. The results (p = .707) displayed in 

table no. 4 don‘t support the hypothesis and null hypothesis is not accepted. Hence alternative hypothesis is 
accepted. Establishing positive relationship between market orientation and Perception of demand faced by the 

organization as under or over the capacity to serve. It market orientation is affected by the firms perception 

about the demand and are they able to fulfill the demand or still are under serving.  

It can be concluded from the above inferences from Table. 3 that except education of senior management (H02) 

and Operational entrepreneurship (H04) are not accepted hence indicating professional commitment, Ethics, 

perception, competition and capacity to serve (Under/over) are positively related to market orientation. 
 

Table 4: Regression Results 
Coefficients

a 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 
(Constant) 6.467 1.710  3.781 .000 

MO .005 .095 .006 .049 .961 

a. Dependent Variable: Performance 

 
The proposed link between market orientation and organizational performance is reflected in H08. The results in 

Table. 4 (p = .0961) and is not supporting the statement. Hence null hypothesis is not accepted. The alternative 

hypothesis is accepted and is inferred that there is positive relationship between market orientation and 
organizational performance. This finding is consistent with the results of previous studies (Jaworski and Kohli 

1993; Narver and Slater, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1994; Woods and Bhuian, 2000). 

 

VI. Conclusions and Implications 
 This study plays a significant role in validating the relationship between market orientation and 

performance of tourism and travel industry. These results indicate that senior management‘s efforts to increase 

overall operational efficiency possibly could lie in focused efforts develop and adopt market orientation. Market 

orientation can be achieved through paying extra attention towards development of professional commitment 

and ethics. The Perception of the presence and intensity of competition, Perception of competition as a threat 
and Perception of demand as under or over the capacity to serve also serve as  key factors achieving 

organization wide market orientation.  

 The research marks the different variables determining market orientation also suggesting manager the 

approaches to enhance market orientation and organizational performance of an organization. The findings 

suggest that management should find out factors influencing professional education of senior management team 

pursuing higher organizational performance. The management of an organization should also find out factors 

affecting operational entrepreneurship of senior management team of an organization. It could again lead 

organization to achieve higher organizational performance. It is inferred from the findings that organizations 

should encourage education and sense of entrepreneurship among its senior management team by rewarding 

their efforts.  
 

VII. Limitations and Areas for further research 
Results of this study suggest the areas for further research. Firstly, examining measure of 

organizational performance. Also, evaluating the strength of the relationship between market orientations and 

organizational performance. The future studies should incorporate other measures of organizational performance 

such as, customer retention, market share, growth in sales and return on investment. As performance measures 
keep on changing from industry to industry. Efforts to determine and evaluate the role of other factors in 

determining the level of market orientation should continue. Three environmental factors also were having an 

effect on market orientation and organizational performance unlike studies in the past (Jaworski and Kohli, 

1993; Slater and Narver, 1994, Woods and Bhuian, 2000).  

 To conclude, this study is restricted by its sample size and cross-sectional focus, which proposes 

additional factors to considered in future researches. About the sample used in this research, it is limited by its 

homogeneity. Even though it is desirable to use a homogeneous sample for early theory development and testing 

(Calder, Phillips, and Tybout, 1981), the further studies should include samples of different stakeholders of 

tourism and travel industry. In regards with the study‘s cross-sectional focus, the influence of market orientation 

on organizational performance in this study has been primarily restricted to association (i.e., probable causal 

relationships are not tested). The phenomenon of important and covering indicators, where operating results 
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which are witnessed during one quarter may be attributed to actions implemented much earlier in time and even 

by different management, needs further study. With deference to these suggestions, the present study concludes 

with one important statement: Market-oriented organizations tend to have higher performance than nonmarket-
oriented organizations. Practitioners and academic researchers, alike, should not overlook this significant 

finding.  
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