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ABSTRACT 

 

Title of Dissertation Market Orientation and Learning Orientation in Improving 

Innovativeness and Organizational Performance of Medium 

Sized Industrial Businesses 

Author Mr. Watcharapun Phasuk 

Degree  Doctor of Public Administration 

Year 2014 

 

 

The purpose of this research was 1) to study innovativeness levels and 

organizational performance levels of medium sized industrial businesses, 2) to study 

the relationship of market orientation and learning orientation and their effectiveness 

on innovativeness and the organizational performance of medium sized industrial 

businesses, 3) to develop and examine the goodness of fit of a causal model of market 

orientation and learning orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational 

performance of medium-sized industrial businesses to the empirical data. 

The research methodology was divided into two types. Firstly, the study 

utilized quantitative methodology, which was a collection of data through the use of 

questionnaires. The research samples consisted of 265 organizations from five 

medium sized industries which consist of the automotive manufacturing industry, the 

plastics manufacturing industry, the chemist manufacturing industry, the rubber 

manufacturing industry and the fruits and vegetable processing industry. The data 

obtained were analyzed by using descriptive statistics, Pearson‟s product moment 

correlation by SPSS, and the analysis of structural equation model and model 

invariance by the LISREL program, version 8.52.Secondly, the study used qualitative 

methodology, which included in-depth interviews with top management in order to 

study phenomenon and applied the obtained data to describe and confirm the data 

with the quantitative results. The quantitative research findings were as follow: 
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1)  The levels of innovativeness of medium-sized industrial businesses were 

quite high (Χ =5.02, S.D.=0.28).The part of behavioral innovativeness had the highest 

average(Χ =5.35, S.D.=0.28). And the levels of organizational performance of 

medium-sized industrial businesses were quite high (Χ =4.79, S.D.=0.35). The overall 

performance had the highest average (Χ =4.80, S.D.=0.45). The rubber manufacturing 

industry had the highest average of innovativeness levels and organizational 

performance levels. 

2)  The relationship between observed variables of market orientation, learning 

orientation, innovativeness and the organizational performance both had a number of 

78 and the relationship was significant at the 0.01 level. The correlation coefficient 

values were positive with a number of 0.226 to 0.665.Both correlation coefficients 

between competitor orientation and customer orientation were the highest correlation 

(r=0.665). 

3)  The causal model was a fit with the empirical data, as indicated by the Chi-

square=53.221, p=0.079, df=40, GFI=0.970, AGFI=0.932 and RMR=0.009. The 

variable that directly affected organizational performance the most was learning 

orientation. Next were innovativeness and market orientation, respectively. And the 

variables that directly affected innovativeness were market orientation and learning 

orientation, respectively. The variables in the model accounted for 94%, 72% and 

47% of organizational performance, innovativeness and learning orientation, 

respectively. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  Statement of Problem and Significance of the Study 

 

 Nowadays, there are many factors involved in business competition, such as 

price, quality of production and service, competitors, time, and knowledge (Tippawan 

Lorsuwannarat, 2010). Therefore, business organizations always need to adapt and 

develop their capabilities. The only organization that can survive and succeed must be 

the organization which has the abilities to compete in the market and manage their 

resources efficiently (Vazquez, Santos and Álvarez, 2001). Hence, the strategy and 

methodology of how to improve an organization‟s production line is very important.  

 The study of organizational performance has taken place since 1980. At that 

time, the business owner and manager emphasized only general market strategies 

(Porter, 1980; Robbins, 1990; Burke and Litwin, 1992 and Pennings and Goodman, 

1994) and main performances (Prahalad and Hamel, 1994) which consist of the ability 

to compete in price, quality, reliability in logistics, and new production promotion. 

However, the studies about this subject have recently  included innovativeness 

(Micheels, 2010; Cláudio, Marcelo and Sandro, 2010; Gunday, Ulusoya, Kilica and 

Alpkan, 2011; Yusof and Abu-Jarad, 2011; Salimand Sulaiman, 2011; Engin and 

Omur, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012), Market Orientation (MO) (Wang, Hult, 

Ketchen and Ahmed, 2009; Muhammad, 2010; Khamwon and Speece, 2010; 

Razghandi and Hashim, 2012; Engin and Omur, 2012 and Suliyanto andRahab, 

2012), and Learning Orientation (LO) (Micheels, 2010; Cláudio, Marcelo and Sandro, 

2010; Frank et al., 2010; Salimand Sulaiman, 2011; Engin and Omur, 2012 and Louis 

and Alice, 2012) 
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 These studies analyzed the increased effectiveness in knowledge management and 

innovation, improvement of quality of production and service and reduction in fixed costs 

and general organizational expenses (Seongbae Lim, 2006) which related to The 

Resource-Based View (RBV) theory. This theory emphasizes the internal factors of an 

organization which are 1) internal resources and 2) how to manage these resources. These 

factors are the most important factors in business competition (Barney, 1991).  

 Innovativeness is the origin of creating innovation and the ability to produce new 

products (Hult, Hurley and Knight 2004). Innovativeness is basically a strategy that 

emphasizes the improvement in production, service, process and competition (North and 

Smallbone, 2000). Hence, innovativeness can be an input and innovation is an output 

(Manu, 1992). Moreover, Mengue and Auh (2006) described innovativeness as a method 

to create something new which is different from innovation. Therefore, an organization 

needs to have innovativeness and also continue to improve their innovativeness in order 

to be a successful and sustainable organization (Hult, 2004). 

 Thailand has been gradually interested in innovativeness since 2001. The 

government encouraged growth of the Thai economy by using knowledge base, which 

consists of innovation from local knowledge and learning basis (Pradthana Leekpai 

and Kaedsiri Jaroenwisan, 2012). The Thai government provided a strategy that 

continually encouraged businesses to put more effort into investment in research and 

development. For example, one of the country‟s policy emphasized developing 

innovation by establishing the National Innovation Agency (NIA) which responsible 

for promoting and encouraging innovation in all kinds of business. It included setting 

a new innovation bench mark, promoting cultural innovation, and establishing an 

innovational system and organization in order to strengthen and gain advantages in 

market competition (National Innovation Agency, 2006). However, Thailand still 

needed to work on innovativeness.  As shown in Table 1.1, the Innovation World‟s 

ranking, Thailand was ranked 44th out of 110 countries by the Boston Consulting 

Group (BCG), National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) and The Manufacturing 

Institute (2009). And it had a very low mark (negative number) in innovation inputs, 

such as budget monies for research and development, quality of education, human 

resources, and innovation performance. Therefore, Thailand was still far behind other 

Asian countries, such as Malaysia, Japan, Hong Kong, and Singapore. 
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Table 1.1  Innovation World‟s Ranking (110 countries). 

 

Ranking Country Overall Score 
Innovation 

Input 

Innovation 

Performance 

1  Singapore 2.45 2.74 1.92 

2  South Korea 2.26 1.75 2.55 

3  Switzerland 2.23 1.51 2.74 

4  Iceland 2.17 2.14 2.00 

5  Ireland 1.88 1.59 1.99 

6  Hong Kong 1.88 1.61 1.97 

7  Finland 1.87 1.76 1.81 

8  United States 1.80 1.28 2.16 

9  Japan 1.79 1.16 2.25 

10  Sweden 1.64 1.25 1.88 

21  Malaysia 1.12 1.01 1.12 

44  Thailand 0.12 -0.12 0.35 

 

Source:  The Boston Consulting Group, 2009. 

 

 Joint research about innovativeness in 2006 between the National Innovation 

Agency (NIA) and King Mongkut‟s University of Technology Thonburi (KMUTT) 

showed that Thailand had average ability with respect to innovation, with 2.30 points 

out of 4.00, which equates to a score of 57.50 percent (National Innovation Agency and 

King Mongkut‟s University of Technology Thonburi, 2007). Therefore, cooperation 

between the government and the private sector was a very important force in driving 

Thai innovativeness in the industrial segment. A precise strategy and policy were 

needed to initiate the improvement inside organizations and also develop innovation 

based on their own skills (Mosey, 2005).  

 The strategy of innovativeness can be one of the most important strategies for any 

organization, as it can improve abilities to compete in the market and sustain business 

success (Hurley and Hult, 1998 and Noble, Sinha and Kumar 2002).  Innovativeness also 

directly affects the development of organizational performance (Calantone, Cavusgil and 

Zhao 2002; Hult, Hurley and Knight, 2004; Keskin, 2006; Lee and Tsai, 2005; Micheels, 

2010; Cláudio et al., 2010; Gunday et al., 2011; Yusof and Abu-Jarad, 2011; Salim and 

Sulaiman, 2011; Engin and Omur, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012). 
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 At the same time, Market Orientation (MO) and Learning Orientation (LO) 

were also of interest to business owners and researchers. Narver and Slater (1990) 

described market orientation as being an effective and efficient culture for 

organizations. Market Orientation (MO) consisted of customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and inter-functional coordination which led to amplify organizational 

performance in a strategic context. It was because Market Orientation encouraged an 

organization to create a sales strategy and value-added production. Consequently, the 

organization had more returns and, therefore, they were successful, as shown in many 

research works and studies. Examples of such studies include: Narver and Slater 

(1990), Jaworski and Kohli (1993), Kumar, Subramanian and Yauger (1998), Cano, 

Carrillat, and Jaramilo (2004), Olavarrieta and Friedmann (2005), Micheels (2010), 

Vazquez, Santos and Álvarez (2001); Mohammed (2011) and Suliyanto and Rahab 

(2012). Moreover, other studies also showed that Market Orientation had a positive 

relationship with innovativeness by introducing new creative thinking and the 

exchange of knowledge between employees. Therefore, Market Orientation was 

higher in organizational performance (Johson, Clay and Eric, 2009 and Micheels, 

2010). 

 Some studies showed that market orientation alone can make a successful 

organization (McNamara, 1972; Avlonitis and Gounaris, 1995; Wrenn, 1997; Walker, 

Larreche, Mullins and Boyd, 2006 and Walter and Yiming, 2005). On the other hand, 

some studies showed that market orientation was just a basic learning process (Slater 

and Narver, 1994). Day (1994) described market orientation as it was established after 

a learning process had been proved and after an organization had studied the market. 

Day (1994) claimed that the organizational learning process was the important basic 

for market orientation. Hurley and Hult (1998) also described that market orientation 

was one of many factors that result in an organization advantage. However, the 

organization could not emphasize only market orientation because they would lack 

learning to develop new things and it affected organizational performance as a whole. 

Lukas, Hult and Ferrell (1996) insisted that an organization should not stop learning. 

To keep learning and seeking knowledge would lead to correctly establishing policy 

and proper resource management. It would increase organizational performance and 

sustain success. 
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 Baker and Sinkula (1999), who were famous researchers, studied 

organizational learning in a business organization. They described that an 

organization needed to manage knowledge and develop learning capabilities to 

understand the market. Hence, the organizational vision and objectives had to be 

precise, which consisted of a Shared Vision and Open Mindedness. Learning 

orientation in an organization was very necessary. It helped an organization survive 

under uncertainty in a competitive environment. It also was a basic of innovativeness 

and it affected overall organizational performance. Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhao 

(2002); Menguc and Auh (2006); Lin, Pengand Kao (2008); Ussahawanitchakit 

(2008); Cláudio et al. (2010); Frank et al. (2010); Salim and Sulaiman (2011); Zahid 

and Ali (2011); Engin and Omur (2012) and Louis and Alice (2012). 

 Both studies of market orientation and learning orientation studied increased 

gradually. However, the studies mostly either market orientation or learning 

orientation (Pelham, 2000; Grewal and Tansuhaj, 2001; Harris, L.C. 2001; Calantone, 

Cavusgil and Zha, 2002; Elg, 2003; Abernathy, Shultz and Bell, 2007; Panayides, 

2007a and Barnabas and Mekoth, 2010). Therefore, there was no connection between 

theory and execution. Some researchers studied both topics by using coordinated data 

(Slater and Narver, 1994; Micheels, 2010; Cláudio, Marcelo and Sandro 2010; Engin 

and Omur, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012). Greenman (2004) insisted that both 

topics were the best for gaining fundamental knowledge which provided the ability to 

adapt quickly to any environment and react to opportunities and risks effectively 

(Hult, Hurley and Knight, 2004). Consequently, the innovativeness and effective 

decision-making resulted in optimal performance. However, there were very few 

empirical studies about the two topics (the effects of innovativeness and 

organizational performance).There were also very few studies conducted in the 

context of a developing country (e.g. Thailand). 

 The relationship and factors of innovativeness, market orientation and learning 

orientation were complicated. This dissertation will study the relationship between 

market orientation and learning orientation and their effects on innovativeness and 

organizational performance, especially in the context of medium sized industry. The 

study will cover only medium sized industry because small industry always had 

obstacles, such as the lack of technology, lack of budget for research and development, 
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the inability to get investors, less development in innovativeness, personnel 

insufficiency, and the most important things is they still consist of family type 

businesses. Therefore, more likely than not, most businesses of this type cannot sustain 

themselves in the market. Moreover, medium sized industry has more advantages over 

large industry, such as faster establishment, flexibility, and the ability to serve niche 

markets (Office of Small and Medium Enterprises Promotion, 2002). To manage and 

control study variables, this thesis will study the relationship between innovativeness, 

market orientation and learning orientation for medium sized industry. 

 

1.2  Research Questions 

 

1) What are innovativeness levels and organizational performance levels of 

medium sized industrial businesses? 

2) Is there any relationship between market orientation and learning orientation 

effecting the innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized industrial 

businesses? If there is a relationship, then how? 

3) Is there a causal model of market orientation and learning orientation 

effecting the innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized 

industrial businesses developed from theory fit with the empirical data?  It there is a 

causal model, then how? 

 

1.3  Objectives of the Study 

 

1) To study innovativeness levels and organizational performance levels of 

medium sized industrial businesses. 

2) To study the relationship of market orientation and learning orientation and 

their effectiveness on innovativeness and the organizational performance of medium 

sized industrial businesses. 

3) To develop and examine the goodness of fit of a causal model of market 

orientation and learning orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational 

performance of medium sized industrial businesses to the empirical data. 
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1.4  Scope of the Study 

 

 This study is divided into three scopes, which are population, variables, and 

timing. 

1) Population constraint. The research populations studied were 749 

organizations from five medium sized industries which are the automotive 

manufacturing industry, the plastic manufacturing industry, the chemist manufacturing 

industry, the rubber manufacturing industry and the fruits and vegetable processing 

industry. The industries are legally registered with the Department of Industrial 

Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand (Department of Industrial work, 2012). 

2) Variables. The research was a study of a structural equation model which 

described the relationship between exogenous variables and endogenous variables. 

The variables are as follows: 

 There were two endogenous variables. 

(1) Organizational Performance consisted of two observe variables 

which were Overall Performance and Innovative Performance. They are subjective 

data by as measured by CEO's or higher manger's view (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; 

Micheels, 2010 and Gunday et al., 2011). 

(2) Innovativeness consisted of five observe variables which were Product 

Innovativeness, Market Innovativeness, Process Innovativeness, Behavioral Innovativeness 

and Strategic Innovativeness (Wang and Ahmed, 2004). 

There were two exogenous variables. 

(3) Market Orientation consisted of three observe variables which were 

Customer Orientation, Competitor Orientation and Inter-Functional Coordination (Narver 

and Slater, 1990). 

(4) Learning Orientation consisted of three variables which were 

Commitment to Learning, Shared Vision, and Open Mindedness (Baker and Sinkula, 

1999a; 1999b). 

3) Timing. Two month (1 April to 31 May 2014) of data collection were used in 

this dissertation. 
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1.5  Definition of Terms 

 

 The objective of this topic is to elaborate more on the previous definition of terms 

and to give readers a better understanding of this dissertation. 

1) Organizational Performance was the combination of overall performance and 

innovative performances which are based on the subjectivity of the opinion s of high level 

managers. 

(1) Overall performance was the satisfaction of overall performance in the 

previous year, profits, return on marketing and product investments, return ratio and price 

of the final product compared to the competitors. 

(2) Innovation performance related to effective introduction of new products 

and services, products launched faster than competitors, using innovation in most of 

process, ability to adopt new systematic and management when needed including all 

new projects or new inventions. 

2) Innovativeness was the ability to improve strategy. Therefore, improved 

strategy can invent and change production, marketing, processing and behavior. The 

strategies consisted of five executions, which are as follows: 

(1) Product Innovativeness related to the introduction of new products and 

services which were more advanced than those of its competitors and sometimes are the 

first product in the market. Moreover, the organization can introduce the benefits of new 

products and services to its customers. And the organization had a higher successful 

launching ratio for new products than its competitors. 

(2) Market Innovativeness related to the use of a new marketing campaign 

which was more effective than its competitors to seduce customers. Products and services 

would change in a better way. The organization was able to use new technology to advertise 

new products and services as good as its competitors.  

(3) Process Innovativeness was continually improvement and management of 

all processes in business. The problems and issues could be solved by using a new solution. 

Finally, it shortened the processes so it can produce products faster. 

(4) Behavioral Innovativeness related to the encouragement of thinking 

creatively to all levels of personnel, to listen to and accept other opinions, and seeking to 
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do things differently and effectively. The manager also needed to encourage personnel to 

try a new way of working. 

(5) Strategic Innovativeness was research and development in resources so 

new products and services could be created. The manager also adopted a new way of how 

to tackle the problems and also to put the right man in the right job. The manager should 

have a vision as to how to apply new methods. 

3) Market Orientation was the strategy that emphasized customers and market 

needs. It effectively satisfied the customers through customer orientation, competitor 

orientation, and inter-functional coordination. 

(1) Customer Orientation was the activities of the organization, especially 

on satisfying customers' demand by utilizing a value-added strategy to gain initiative. 

It had an effective systematical customer feedback assessment after sales service. 

(2) Competitor Orientation was the strategy that analyzed competitors‟ 

strengths and weaknesses and adapted a strategy against the competitors' weakness. Sales 

personnel lead in competition and define target groups for the organization. 

(3) Inter-Functional Coordination related to the sharing of resources among 

departments inside the organization to satisfy the target market. This included the sharing 

of customers‟ information inside the organization, keeping in touch with recent customers 

and prospective future customers, and sharing product and service information with 

suppliers. 

4) Learning Orientation was the organization‟s willingness and knows how to be 

a learning organization. The organization's visions for learning needed to be precise and 

encourage all personnel to improve their knowledge, shared vision, and accept the 

opinions of others. 

(1) Commitment to Learning was an environment where everyone knows 

that learning is important and they are willing to learn and invest in learning.  

(2) Shared vision was to let personnel understand the organization‟s vision 

and let personnel have their own vision in accordance with the organization's vision. 

Therefore, all personnel are involved in planning, sharing and driving the organization in 

the same direction. 

(3) Open Mindedness is the acceptance of the customer's opinion. All 

personnel should utilize the customer's opinion as key words to improve themselves. The 
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organization continually improves the quality of its product and service based on 

customer's needs. 

5) Medium Sized Industrial Businesses is a company that is registered as a 

limited company with the Department of Industrial Works under the Ministry of Industry, 

Thailand. They are registered under a manufacture industrial type of business and employ 

at least 50-200 personnel and have assets of 50-200 million baht. 

 

1.6  Benefits of the Study 

 

 There are several advantages of using the knowledge gained from the study of a 

causal model of market orientation and learning orientation effecting innovativeness 

and organizational performance of Medium Sized Industrial Businesses. These 

advantages are described below. 

1) Academic Benefit 

(1) To understand business variables such as market orientation, learning 

orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized industry. 

Therefore, it is a benefit for people or an organization that relate to a business 

environment, such as an industrial development organization or business research. 

(2) To encourage research in the topic of market orientation, learning 

orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance in medium size industry in 

Thailand. 

(3) To understand the relationship among variables which are used in 

developing Conceptual Framework for Thai Industry and also in other organizations or 

sectors. 

(4) To obtain methods and tools of measuring variables which are market 

orientation, learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance. 

2) Operational Benefit 

(1) To obtain organizational measurement indicators of organizational 

performance and innovativeness data for medium size industry in Thailand. The data can 

be used as guidelines to improve and encourage organizational performance. Moreover, it 

can be used in the development of policy, personnel, marketing, learning and 

innovativeness. 
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(2) It benefits managers because they will know what resources that can use 

to increase organizational performance.  

(3) To increase the effectiveness in investment because the research showed 

which variables or resources would influence overall organizational performance. Then 

the organization can prioritize using its resources. 

(4) The government can use the data to encourage or establish precise policy 

to improve medium size industry in their overall performance. Therefore, it will be better 

for the country's economy and help to gain advantage in the world market. 

 



CHAPTER 2 

 

THEORY, CONCEPT AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 The literature review included the review of studies, theories and concepts about 

variables which included the definition of the study‟s variables, elements of the study‟s 

variables, and the relationship among variables. Consequently, the framework of this 

research was established. The sample group was defined, which was the population that 

was relevant to this dissertation. There are six phases in literature reviews, which are as 

follows: 

 2.1  Literature Review and Concept of Organizational Performance 

 2.2  Literature Review and Concept of Innovativeness 

 2.3  Literature Review and Concept of Market Orientation  

 2.4  Literature Review and Concept of Learning Orientation 

 2.5  The Resource-Based View (RBV) Theories 

 2.6  Conceptual Framework and Research's Hypotheses 

 The details of each phase are outlined below. 

 

2.1  Literature Review and Concept of Organizational Performance 

 

 Burke and Litwin (1992) defined the meaning of organizational performance as 

results, marks, or successful outputs which include productivity, profit, service quality 

and customer or employee satisfaction. Moreover, it included safety, considerable rewards 

and payment, value, good environment, and the balance of quality and work life in order 

to guarantee that employees had strong relationship with their organization. Therefore, the 

performance of the organization would increase (Beer and Walton, 1990).  

 Most of the studies about organizational performance involved forms of evaluation 

because the bottom line numbers were not as important as the meaning of those numbers. 
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There are so many theories related to an organization. One theory was best for one type of 

organization or one circumstance. Although theories have been improved from time to 

time, they still consisted of the same concept. Basically, organizational performance could 

be measured differently due to an organization's conditions and context. For example, 

they involved the concept of scientific management, administrative theories, bureaucratic, 

contingency theory, virtual organization, self organization, and organizational learning. 

These theories are used in different types of organizations to improve their performance. 

The theories prioritized resources differently in each type of organization. Therefore, the 

need of understanding the bottom line numbers of an organization‟s performance was 

very important.  

Olve, Jan and Magnus (2003) pointed that many organizations are only interested 

in financial analysis. However, a sustainable business needs to consider other dimensions 

of performance.  Organizational performance in each department was different depending 

on the organization‟s vision. Most organizational performances could describe the 

organization in such context perfectly. The organization achieved their goals because they 

had internal coordination among sub units (Penning and Goodman, 1994). Kotze and 

Robbins (2006) described the meaning of organizational performances as doing the right 

thing at the right time depending on the organization‟s behavior. Robbins (1990) defined 

organizational performance as the sum of the result of all activities which improve 

managing assets, increase the ability of product and service valve-added, make the 

organization well-known, and develops organizational knowledge and organizational 

learning. Evan (1976) described organizational performance as the ability to manage four 

factors, which were inputs, outputs, transformation, and feedback effects related to 

organization goals. Rampsey (2008: 4) described organizational performance as the 

ability to achieve organizational goals by using new capabilities or resources. Singer and 

Edmondson (2008) also described the same thing, that organizational performance was an 

achievement of business goals. The organizational performance might consist of the 

measuring of several dimensions. So, it might be relevant to one organization, but might 

not be relevant to others. For example, the use of financial performance in educational 

sectors might not be a suitable one. However, financial performance in hospitals was a 

very effective assessment.   
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Barrie and Wayne (1988) described organizational performance by comparing 

two concepts: performance management and organizational learning. They concluded that 

the achievement in improving organizational performance needed to have learning and 

sharing from a personal level through a higher level. It could be done by encouraging 

employees to learn. The result showed that organizations had more progress in the long 

run compared to the organizations that strictly managed and had less cooperation.  

Organizational performance was from a fitted relationship between two or more 

variables. Fit meant that an organization had to have the ability to adapt to a new 

environment to survive or increase its performance. Therefore, organizations that can fit 

into the environment would perhaps have a higher performance than others. The concept 

of fit was not only organizational structures, but also included other factors such as 

organizational behavior, managing strategy and policy, because these factors also 

emphasized increasing performance as well. Therefore, variables that could be fitted 

together were one of the most important factors in increasing organizational performance 

(Van de Ven and Drazin, 1985).  

Baker and Branch (2002) described organization performance by deriving 

previous concepts and theories. It could be concluded that organizational performance 

could be different depending on each organization‟s conditions and circumstances. The 

particular organization might have different factors or assessments of performance. 

However, the most important factors to achieve modern business goals which are changes 

in management, knowledge management, internal and external relationships, innovation 

and creativity. Therefore, organizational performance has the ability to achieve business 

goals by using the same assessment and criteria depending on the particular 

organization‟s context (Singer and Edmonson, 2008) 

 

2.1.1  Evaluation and Assessment of Performance 

 The evaluation of organizational performance was a warning before the final 

results of an assessment, which was the financial accounting. Therefore, evaluation of 

organization performance was a result of personal operating or strategy (Jones, 2007). 

 There were not so much different in evaluating organizational performance of 

various organizations, such as resources evaluation, process evaluation and result 

evaluation. Scott (1994) described that the assessment of organizational performance was 
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very difficult to define because there were so many factors in each organization. There 

was no one way of measurement. Jones (2007) emphasized increasing resources and 

input and output ratio. Hence, it could be summarized in Table 2.1, The Comparison of 

three evaluations. There were three evaluations: the external resource approach, the 

internal systems approach, and the technical approach. The external resource approach 

was the ability to control inside and outside resources. The internal systems approach 

emphasized sector evaluation, which included rapid improvement, seeks quick reaction, 

and changing structure under uncertain circumstances. Finally, the technical approach 

looked at result data and input and output effectiveness, such as cost and product amount.  

 

Table 2.1  Comparison of Three Evaluations. 

 

Concept Details Indicators 

The external systems 

approach 

The evaluation of the ability to 

seek, finds, and keeps rare 

resources. 

Low cost, good materials, 

higher market share, support 

from suppliers. 

The internal systems 

approach  

Innovation and adaptation due 

to uncertain circumstances. 

Shortening processes, increased 

coordination between employees 

The technical approach Evaluation of the changes in 

input and output   

Increased production quality, 

shortening logistical time. 

  

 Hannan and Freeman (1977) described the evaluation of organizational 

performance by considering only the achievement of the goals was not totally accurate 

because there was no clear cut relationship between goal definitions and various 

circumstances. Basically, these were the general evaluation of organizational 

performances which were outcome, process and structure. Outcome was the numbers that 

were used in comparing results. Process was the evaluation of the quality of products and 

services, such as teacher and student ratio, patient ratio in hospitals, etc. Structure was an 

evaluation of fundamental resources that are needed in an organization. These three 

approaches had also some advantages and disadvantageous depending on particular 

circumstances. 
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 2.1.2  Organizational Performance Measurement 

 Previously, organizational performance could be derived from market growth, 

new product success (Narver and Slater, 1990 and Slater and Narver, 1994), market share 

overall performance (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993), reduction of errors, standardized process 

to reduce cost, and increase in effectiveness. However, Baker and Sinkula (1999a/1999b) 

described that organizational performance also reflected some important information, 

such as the success of new products, which could be seen as the ability to adapt quickly 

under uncertainty circumstances. On the other hand, these performances were only 

derived from the consideration of financial and economic data but lacked other terms, 

such as equality and impartial operation. Brewer and Sally (2000) agreed that this narrow 

vision might lead to a misunderstanding of an organization‟s performance (Kaplan and 

Norton, 1992). 

 An assessment of organizational performance could be done in server levels such 

as personal level, organizational level (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), inside and outside 

organizational performance measurement (Brewer and Seldon, 2000), financial  

performance (which considered ROI, ROA, net profit), operational performance which 

considered cost research and development, and marketing cost. Recently, researchers 

have improved several techniques to measure organizational performance, such as a 

Balanced Scorecard: BSC, which was developed by Robert Kaplan from Harvard 

Business School and David Norton from Balanced Scorecard Collaborative (Kaplan and 

Norton, 1992). The objective of BSC is to let the manager know the organization's 

weaknesses and errors under previous management schemes. BSC helped managers set 

up a strategy by using the results of assessment in various angles. It was a balance, and 

better than assessing from only a financial point of view, such as income profit, dividends, 

share prices, etc. Therefore, BSC would help managers to get a better understanding of 

the organization as a whole.  

 Rantanen, Kulmala, Longvist and Kujansivu (2007) and his colleagues studied 

the measurement of organizational performance in government organizations in Finland by 

using BSC. The study showed that there were some difficulties in measuring performance 

because government organizations had too many stake holders, services and goals that were 

not determined, lack of ownership, and lack of management skills. The study claimed that 

BSC was more suitable in large private sector organizations which had good systems, good 
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personal, and good management skills. Chan (2004: abstract) also studied this issue and 

agreed that the measurement of outcome was far more difficult than output. Chan 

discovered that local government authority in America and Canada used output as an 

indicator, which meant they emphasized more on efficiency rather than on effectiveness. 

Moreover, Morisawa (2002) from the Nomura Research Institute, introduced a system of 

measuring organizational performance based on BSC. The successful of revolution in 

measuring organization performance by using BSC had to filter through the problems to get 

an   understanding of the big picture. The manager needed to pay attention in order to 

measure the performance with the cooperation of everyone in the organization. 

 Delaney and Huselid (1996) emphasized two criteria of measuring organizational 

performance: the measurement of successful management and market capability, such as 

income through market shares and profit ratio. The measurement of organizational 

performance had been studied world wild. Researchers emphasized the CEO‟s view of 

their organizational performance by comparing their own goals with their competitors 

goals (Brooksbank, Kirby and Wright, 1992 and Pelham and Wilson, 1996). Some 

researchers used objectivity data such as profits, output, overall sales, productivity, 

maintenance, logistics, optimistic resources, and product and service quality (Lind, 

Sepulveda and Nunez, 2000). However, most researchers still used subjectivity data 

because it was difficult to access the objectivity data. Raw data were usually changed 

specifically to the type of industry. Hence, it might not be accurate to compare different 

types of industry. Therefore, objectivity data could be used in a controlled industry 

(Fiorito and Laforge, 1986).  This related to the study by Dess and Robinson (1984 

quoted in Micheels, 2010) which showed that there was no difference in the relationships 

between the objectivity data and the subjectivity data in the measurement of 

organizational performance. And also relevant is the study by John (1999), as shown 

below in Table 2.2, the relationship of subjective and objective measurement, which 

studied market orientation and organizational performance variables. 
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Table 2.2  The Relationship of Subjective and Objective Measurement. 

 

Study Sample 
Performance 

Measurement 
Findings 

Subjective Measurement 

1) Narver and Slater 

(1990) 

140 SBU‟s in one 

corporation 

ROA for self and 

competitors 

Positive association 

2) Deshpandé et al 

(1993)  

50 Japanese firms –cross 

industry (staff plus) 

Profits, size, market share, 

and growth compared to 

the largest competitor 

Positive association 

3) Jaworski and 

Kohli (1993) 

222 business units from a 

sample of U.S. corporations 

across industries. A second 

sample of 230 U.S. 

managers 

Subjective measurement – 

overall performance. 

Objective measurement – 

market share 

Positive association 

for subjective 

measurement, but not 

for objective 

measurement 

4) Slater and Narver 

(1993) 

140 SBU‟s in 1 forest 

products corporation 

ROA, sales growth and 

new product success, 

relative to the competitors 

Positive association 

5) Deng and Dart 

(1994) 

248 firms across 

industries 

including financial 

performance, liquidity, 

and sales volume 

Positive association 

6) Slater and Narver 

(1994) 

81 SBU‟s in 1 corporation 

and 36 in another 

ROA relative to 

competitors 

Positive association 

7) Greenley (1995) 240 UK companies 

across industries 

ROI, new product success 

and sales growth 

Association may be 

positive or negative, 

depending on 

competitive environment 

8) Pelham and 

Wilson (1996) 

68 U.S. firms across 

Industries 

business position relative 

to expectations 

Positive association 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Study Sample 
Performance 

Measurement 
Findings 

Subjective Measurement 

9) Pitt et al. (1996) 1,000 firms across 

industries in the UK and 

sample of Maltese firms 

across industries. 

Subjective evaluation of 

return on capital and sales 

growth 

Positive association 

10) Slater and Narver 

(1996) 

228 manufacturing firms 

across industries 

ROA and sales growth 

relative to competitors 

 

Positive association 

with sales growth but 

not profit 

11) Balakrishnan 

(1996) 

139 firms in a single 

industry study: machine 

tools 

ROA and sales growth 

relative to competitors 

Positive association 

with sales growth but 

not profit 

12) Avlonitis and 

Gounaris (1997) 

444 Greek firms across 

Industries 

Profit, turnover, ROI, and 

market share 

Positive association 

13) Deshpande and 

Farley (1998) 

82 managers in 

European and U.S. 

Companies 

Sales growth, customer 

retention, ROA, ROI 

Positive association 

14) Appiah-Adu 

(1998) 

74 Ghanaian firms 

across industries 

Sales growth and ROI 

relative to 

expectations 

Association is 

moderated by the 

environment 

Objective Measurement 

1) Esslemont and 

Lewis (1991) 

3 surveys, each using 

cross-industry NZ 

samples 

ROI and change in ROI No association 

2) Ruekert (1992) Two SBUs in one large 

corporation 

Selected one SBU with 

low ROI and one with 

high ROI. 

Positive association 

3) Diamantopoulos 

and Hart (1993) 

87 UK firms – cross 

Industry 

Sales growth and average 

profit margin compared to 

industry average 

Positive association 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Study Sample 
Performance 

Measurement 
Findings 

Objective Measurement 

4) Jaworski and 

Kohli 

(1993) 

222 business units from a 

samples of U.S. 

corporations across 

industries. A second 

sample of 230 US 

managers 

Subjective measurement – 

“overall performance.” 

Objective measurement – 

market share 

Positive association 

for subjective 

measurement but not 

objective 

measurement 

5) Au and Tse (1995) 41 Hong Kong hotels 

and 148 New Zealand 

hotels 

Hotel occupancy rates Weak association 

6) Tse (1998) 13 Hong Kong property 

developers 

Financial data supplied by 

external organizations 

No association 

 

Source:  John, 1999. 

 

As shown in Table 2.2, John (1999) it was discovered that the  measurement of 

organizational performance for 12 out of 14 topics showed a positive relationship 

between market orientation and organizational performance using subjectivity 

measurement, while the other two topics had an average relationship due to 

environmental factors. Moreover, using the objectivity measurement, there were two 

topics out of six topics that showed a relationship between market orientation and 

organizational performance, while the other four topics did not. Therefore, there was 

no significant difference between the objectivity and subjectivity measurements. 

This thesis focused on medium industries which had limited resources and 

they were different in type. Moreover, the access to objectivity data of organizations, 

such as profits, exports, overall sales, and productivity was limited. And the available 

data was not up to date or reliable. Finally, the objectivity data could not be compared 

across business types. Hence, the researcher decided to use only subjectivity data by 

assessing the top management level of different companies. Therefore, the researcher 

used Jaworski and Kohli (1993 quoted in Micheels, 2010) survey forms, which 
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encouraged participation from participants and were more suitable in this context 

(Engin and Omur, 2012 and Micheels, 2010). The application of Jaworski and 

Kohli(1993 quoted in Micheels, 2010) survey form in the overall performance showed 

the same results because their variables were the same as in this thesis, such as market 

orientation, learning orientation, innovativeness, and organizational performance, and 

it had reliability and a constructed validity test. The questions in the survey form 

shown in Figure 2.1 below, 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1  Overall Performance Measurement of Micheels, 2010. 

 

 However, Damanpour (1990) described that the relationship between 

innovation and organizational performance sometimes depended on performance 

indicators and how they are measured. Various studies about the relationship between 

innovation and organizational performance emphasized financial, marketing, 

production, and effectiveness or competition capability, but not innovative 

performance. Hence, Hagedoorn and Cloodt (2003) described that innovative 

performance and organizational performance could be measured together. It could be 

measured from different angles, such as the number of patents registered, launching of 

new products, new projects, new processes, new technology, and new management. 

The results of improving innovativeness of organization in various dimensions, such 

as product processes and structure, related to the description by Hult (2004) which 

stated that the innovativeness was the origin of innovation and the organizational 

ability to create new things. The input of this concept was innovativeness and the 

output was innovation. 
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 Zahra (1993 quoted in Gunday et al., 2011) discovered that innovation affects 

organizational performance. The variables of organizational performance could not be 

measured by using only financial indicators. Hence, innovation performance was a 

very important indicator. Gunday et al. (2011) and his colleagues also studied the 

results of innovativeness in organizations, such as process production and marketing 

effecting organizational performance, i.e. innovative performance, productions, 

marketing, and financial. The studies of 184 companies in Turkey showed that 

innovative organization, processing production, and marketing resulted in indirect 

effects on organizational performance, such as production, marketing and financial 

through innovative performance. 

Previous researchers studied innovativeness affecting organizational 

performance. Therefore, for this thesis, the researcher adopted studied questions to 

measure innovative performance from Hagedoorn and Cloodt (2003) and Gunday et 

al. (2011).  

Therefore, organizational performance consisted of two main factors: overall 

performance and innovative performance. These are shown in Figure 2.2 below,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2  The Measurement Model of Organizational Performance Elements. 
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2.2  Literature Review and the Concept of Innovativeness 

 

There were three parts associated with the literature review: the concepts of 

innovativeness, the elements of innovativeness, and the relationship between 

innovativeness and organizational performance. 

 

 2.2.1  Concepts of Innovativeness 

  2.2.1.1  Organizational Innovation 

  Organizational innovation was the creativity in operations. The 

managers encouraged innovation. It has been done by members who use creativity as 

an input to support their organizational structure. Supported organization structure 

might be a good in the kind of structure, culture management, and human resource 

management. The outputs or the results, consequently, were new products, new 

services, and new approaches. Hence, it influenced the improvement of organizational 

performance (Steinghoff and Burgess, 1989).  

 Jones and Tilley (2003) studied organizational innovation because it 

was the factor that would improve organizational performance. Innovations brought 

all the ideas and information, which were the cause of actions by improving 

technology or service, and trying to reduce costs in production and materials. Porter 

(1990) described organizational innovation as being one of the most important factors that 

enhanced organizational performance. Organization innovation was not only emphasized 

in new technology or new products, but also included as a way to improve technology. 

Organization tried to seek opportunities  to improve and to innovate by 

understanding and responding to market demands, setting high standards, and using 

competitors as a means of inspiration. Drucker (1985) described that innovation was 

value-added to an organization‟s resources, which included services that satisfied its 

customers. 

 Degraff and Quinn (2007) described organizational innovation as the 

commitment to improve work procedures, i.e. ideas, design, production, etc., by 

developing a deep understanding of all levels. It could be said it is as a collection of 

change and ideas in order to create new things according to an organization‟s objective. 

The factors that obstructed innovation in an organization was in the organizations itself. 
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Some organizations did not truly support creative thinking. The creative thinking process 

was not used in all processes in the organization. On the other hand, the organizations that 

allowed creative thinking throughout the processes had better coordination and innovation 

among its sub-units. Gee and Chaplin (1976) described that organizational innovation 

began with an organization's knowledge. The use of knowledge and the amount of the 

knowledge were the factors of the development. Drucker (2003) also described that the 

organizational innovation creation process began from the analysis of available 

opportunities, which depended on the particular context. Organizational effectiveness had 

to be a simple, precise objective and based on knowledge innovation that was not only 

from talent but also from a commitment to follow an organization‟s mission. 

 Hall (1994) described organizational innovation using three definitions. 

The first one was organizational business activities.  The second one was the change in 

new technology which was first in its own business market. Thirdly, innovation was more 

than changing technology. It should include all activities that lead to that change and 

relate to new technology. To introduce new technology into its business, it needed to 

consider other factors such as proper and well-timed marketing factors and financial 

factors, such as cost and profit. Luecke (2003) described organizational innovation as any 

compartment or previous knowledge to value-added products. Organizational innovation 

could be divided into two types.  One was incremental innovation, which was the 

improvement of previous ideas into better ideas. Another one was radical innovation, 

which was the invention of new technology or new ideas. Radical innovation could be 

precisely identified by looking at a new product, which might be five times better than 

before or at a reduced cost of at least 30%. Radical innovation was more expensive and 

had more risks than incremental innovation. Eventually, radical innovation had higher 

outcomes and gained more competitive capability. 

 Innovation was the next step which developed creative thinking to real 

execution. It was introduced to the processes and the production and then sold to the 

market. Finally, the successful innovation would be imitated. Hall (1994) also emphasized 

imitating innovations inside an organization. 
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 Organizational innovation could be divided into two parts: product 

innovation and process innovation (Urabe, Child and Kagono, 1988). 

 1)  Production Innovation 

 Chunsheng and Depeng (2007) described product innovation as the 

response to customer‟s demand by developing a new product. Once the organization 

deeply understood customer‟s demand, they knew the target group. Vermeulen (2005) 

described that the development of a new product was essential for small and medium 

sized businesses. It was not only the concerned with new products, but it also included the 

improvement of existing products. The main obstacles of developing product innovation 

were a lack of coordination among sub-units, and a lack of developing information 

technology. The product innovation also depended on the size of the organization. Fritsch 

and Meschede (2001) concluded that the relationship between organizational innovation 

and the size of an organization were that the large organizations had more ratios on 

research and development in process innovation as opposed to product innovation. 

However, in small and medium sized organizations, a higher ratio on research and 

development was found in product innovation rather than process innovation. It was 

because new production had more probability when the product hit the market. 

 Therefore, organizations tried to invent new products that suited their 

business. Mosey (2005) described that the organizations needed to encourage the working 

coordination among sub-units and increase  the knowledge partnership in order to share 

and collect technical information which could be used in management and development 

later on. The organization needed to have its own concept of development which could 

not be imitated by other organizations. With the ability of a medium sized business to be 

flexible, the organization could lead the market if it is able to improve its capabilities.  

 Subrahmanya (2009) described the importance of knowledge partnership 

as being outer factors. It was not only inner factors that could improve organizational 

innovation, but outer factors also encouraged organization innovation especially with a 

large organization partner. It would help in resources, knowledge technology and with 

some of more complicate demands. Therefore, many partnerships affected knowledge 

development which was the basics of product innovation. Verona and Ravasi (2003) 

emphasized knowledge development loops which could build product innovation. An 

organization needed to emphasize developing personal knowledge in addition to 
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organizational knowledge. The collecting of knowledge could be the foundation of new 

products. The knowledge was from different parts of the organization but they were in 

accordance with the organization‟s goals. 

 2)  Process Innovation 

 Process innovation emphasized developing the production process. The 

objectives were to reduce costs and to increase product and organizational performance. 

So, the organization could sustain and gain initiative in the market. Lin and Cheng (2007) 

studied process innovation in the management of an organization. The process innovation 

involving either incremental or radical innovation had more importance than other 

innovations in an organization. Process innovation encourages leadership, adaptation, 

communication, etc. Savitz and Kaluzny (2000) described process innovation as the 

ability to reduce costs and increase the quality of products. To develop process innovation 

in an organization, the manager needed to pay more attention to the details, and establish 

a knowledge partnership inside and outside the organization. The most important things 

were the evaluation of, and the follow-up on, the organization‟s performance. The 

feedback had to be collected for the analysis and planning of process innovation. 

 Cefis and Masili (2005) described that process innovation plays an 

important role in increasing survivability and competition ability, while product 

innovation alone could not. Product innovation could work only with process innovation. 

Bender, Jose, John and Kenneth (2000) described that gaining initiative in the market 

was the way to succeed and process innovation was one of the keys. The important 

factors that consisted in developing process innovation were vision, working as a team, 

information storage and processing, and project constraints. Project constraints were the 

most important factor because an organization could prioritize its resources based upon 

the constraints. 

 Hwang and Lee (2000) described that from the industrial revolution to the 

year 2000, the process of work was changed to be better. The use of modern mechanical 

technology was not enough. Hence, Business Process Re-Engineering (BPR) was 

introduced. It was the sharing of knowledge and information, a quality assurance network 

or a means of internal evaluation, which was based on good basic knowledge and 

supported by managers, operators and also governmental units. Piper (2008) described 

that until recently the development of product innovation depended on process 
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innovation. However, many businesses have now changed to out- source some of its 

production process. This method resulted in more profits, but only for a short period of 

time, because it was reducing the product competition ability in the long term.  This was 

because there was no linkage and integration between process innovation and product 

innovation. Reichstein and Salter (2006) were interested in the relationship between 

product innovation and process innovation. Their study showed that process innovation 

helped in increasing productivity and changed the industrial process. It involved seeking 

new machinery, changing product processes, the use of information technology, and a 

new management scheme. Organizational innovation was not only a working technique 

but also a management technique. Moreover, when developing a new product it needed to 

develop a new process; therefore, they had some relationship.  

 Su-Chao and Ming-Shing (2008) defined the operational definition from 

their research of organizational innovations into two dimensions according to Daft (1978) 

and Damanpour (1991). Firstly, it was the innovation of personnel management, control 

and service management. Secondly, it was technical innovation related to the innovation 

of production, new manufacturing processes, and equipment. 

 George, Works and Waston-Hemphill (2005) stated that organizational 

innovation could be divided into three types: product and service innovation, marketing 

innovation, and process innovation. Product and service innovation and marketing 

innovation only improved existing products and services to the new market. Process 

innovation was the most important one among these innovations, as it could reduce costs, 

increase speed, and increase the quality because the process innovation could not be easily 

imitated. Goffin and Mitchell (2005) defined organizational innovation as service 

innovation, process innovation, and business process innovation. Most organizations 

emphasized product innovation only; however, the best concept was to pay attention to 

process innovation as well, because a new process was a fundamental part of new products. 

 2.2.1.2  Innovativeness 

 There were so many meanings of innovativeness from the literature review.  

 Hurley and Hult (1998) described innovativeness as the guideline to 

develop innovation in an organization. Hult et al. (2003) described that innovativeness 

was one description of organizational culture. Wang and Ahmed (2004) defined the 

meaning of innovativeness as the overall innovativeness which launched a new 
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product or targeted new customers through a combination of strategies involving 

behavior and process innovation. Matsuo (2006) described innovativeness as a trend 

of an organization to support innovation. Innovativeness was an attitude toward 

improving or developing and accepting innovation. Nybakk et al. (2009) described 

innovativeness as a trend to produce new products, processes, and business which 

were close to the definition of innovativeness from Knowles et al., (2008) who 

described the meaning of innovativeness in many ways depending on particular 

circumstances. Hence, there was no final conclusion as to the meaning of 

innovativeness. Innovation was an activity to introduce new things which had a 

relationship with organizational management. Nystrom et al. (2002) described 

innovation as the process of creative thinking and using new processes to improve its 

standards (Ehidie and McAndrew, 2005). 

 There were several differences between innovation and innovativeness. 

Hult et al. (2004) stated that innovativeness was not the same thing as innovation. 

Innovativeness was the origin of innovation and the organizational capability of creating 

new things. Innovativeness was similar to a strategy that emphasized competition. 

Innovation, on the other hand, was a tool that was applied to gain initiative in the market. 

The input was innovativeness and the output was innovation (Manu, 1992). Mengue and 

Auch (2006) described that there was no limitation of innovativeness, but innovativeness 

was the method to get through the end. 

 Most studies only emphasized the result of innovativeness or the factors of 

innovativeness, but not the understanding of innovativeness' elements. Wolfe (1994), as 

well as Subramanian and Nilakanta (1996), observed that the lack of innovativeness was 

the lack of concepts and measurement innovativeness. Therefore, the result of these studies 

could not be compared. Wang and Ahmed (2004) stated that there were very few studies 

about the innovativeness element and innovativeness indicators, although there were some 

cross studies between subjects, such as management, marketing, economy and psychology. 

 

 2.2.2  Element of Innovativeness  

 Wang and Ahmed (2004) described that there were so many studies about 

innovativeness because innovativeness was an organizational capability to produce new 

things that could sustain the business. However, the studies between the development in 
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innovativeness elements and evaluation of innovativeness with empirical evidence were 

less. Most of the studies emphasized specific purpose, but not to develop the innovativeness 

measurement. Therefore, the effectiveness of innovativeness measurement was limited. 

There were some elements that were measured, such as product innovation (Sethi, Smith 

and Park, 2001 and Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001). And Lyon, Lumpkin and Dess 

(2000) stated that measure innovativeness could be done by measuring product 

innovativeness and process innovativeness. Product innovativeness could be measured by 

behavioral innovativeness and strategic innovativeness. Hence, there were some areas that 

were not addressed, such as market innovativeness. The studies were quite narrow and they 

were difficult to compare with other and might lead to incorrect conclusions. 

 There were many studies on the topic of innovativeness and the innovativeness 

measurement in organizations. The details of these studies are as follows.  

 Capon, Farley, John and Hoenig (1992) studied in the relationship between 

product innovation and financial performance of 500 manufacturing industries in 

America. The studies showed that product innovation and financial performance had 

some significant relationships. The group that invested in the development of product 

innovation had higher financial performance, as well as the group that developed only 

strategic and process innovativeness. The proper environment, good strategy, good 

organization, accurate marketing, investing in research and development, and 

commitment atmosphere in the organization were elements of relationships between 

product innovation and financial performance. 

 Avlonitis et al. (1994) studied and developed the measurement method of 

innovativeness by considering the types of industry, type of economy, legal issues, and 

the government. This study could be used in understanding concepts and measurement of 

innovativeness. The application of this study showed that the measurement of 

innovativeness could be divided into four elements, which were product innovativeness, 

process innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness and strategic innovativeness.  

 Subramanian and Nilakanta (1996) studied the relationship between process 

innovativeness characteristic of an organization and the measurement of organizational 

performance. The sample groups were banks in the U.S. The study used questionnaires as 

a tool and the results stated that differences in characteristics would have different 

innovativeness relationships, especially process innovativeness which related to a 
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technical manual and administration management. Moreover, it showed that 

innovativeness increased organizational performance. 

 Hurley and Hult (1998) studied the relationship of innovation, market orientation 

and organizational learning and emphasized how an organization adapted itself to the 

environment and how to gain initiative in competition. The innovation variable was 

innovativeness in behavior or culture. The studied sample was 9,648 employees of 56 

large organizations of the U.S. Government. The results showed that market orientation, 

learning culture, development and decision-making increased innovativeness. Moreover, 

higher innovativeness resulted in higher in competition capability and organizational 

performance. The organizations had more ability to adapt; therefore, they had a higher 

success innovation ratio. 

 North and Smallbone (2000) studied innovativeness and the growth rate since 

1990 of 330 small and medium sized businesses in rural area in England from 16 business 

categories. They studied four elements of innovativeness which were product 

innovativeness, market innovativeness, process innovativeness, and behavioral 

innovativeness. The study showed that there were different in levels of innovativeness in 

different sizes and locations of the companies. And innovativeness directly affected the 

growth rate of the company. 

 Danneels and Kleinschmidt (2001) studied product innovativeness from the 

company‟s point of view and the relationship between selecting a product and 

organizational performance by collecting data from 262 industries in Canada which had 

product developing projects. They used questionnaires as a tool and also collected some 

data from one on one interviews with experts in each company about this subject. The study 

showed that product innovativeness had some relationship among its elements. Firstly, new 

production had a relationship with new markets and new technology. Secondly, 

innovativeness directly impacted organizational performance. Finally, from the company‟s 

point of view, it resulted in a request that company should establish an evaluation process 

for technology and marketing which related to the improvement of products. 

 Sethi et al. (2001) studied the relationship between the development of new 

product team and product innovativeness, especially for consumption products. They 

believed that the main factor that led a company to fail to develop new products was the 

lack of innovativeness. The study sample was 144 developing teams. The study showed 
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that the factors involving a positive relationship included team characteristics, morale, 

customer‟s influence, and corrected projects. While factor which was teamwork had 

negative relationship with innovativeness. Finally, the variation in work duties had no 

relationship with innovativeness. 

 Vazquez et al. (2001) studied direct and indirect relationships between market 

orientation and organizational performance.  Market orientation had three components, 

which were customer orientation, competition orientation, and inter function orientation 

which were similar to the concepts of Narver and Slater (1990). Innovativeness was the 

mediator variable and had two components, which were new product innovation and 

innovation rate. The study samples were industrial companies in Spain. The size and type 

of the companies were different. Data were collected from 264 companies from various 

industries which included the food industry, chemical industry, metal industry, and 

machine industry. Moreover, data was collected by interviewing of top management of 

these companies. The questionnaires were used as a tool to collect data. The study 

showed that market orientation had an influence on innovativeness, especially in new 

production. Market orientation resulted in indirect effects on organizational performance 

through innovativeness. New production innovation and increase rate of innovations 

resulted in direct effects on organizational performance. 

 Erdil, Sabri; Erdil, Oya and Keskin (2004) studied the relationship of market 

orientation, innovativeness and innovative performance. Market orientation consisted 

of three components. which were marketing data collection and usage, the 

development in marketing orientation strategy, and the application of market 

orientation strategy. Innovativeness was the measurement in product innovativeness 

and process innovation. The study sample was 120 industrial companies in Marmara, 

Turkey. The questionnaires were completed by top management of each company. 

The study showed that all market orientation components had a relationship with 

innovativeness and innovative performance, especially the marketing data collection 

and usage. These had the highest level of relationship. Finally, innovativeness had a 

high level of relationship with innovative performance. 

 Wang and Ahmed (2004) studied the measurement at innovativeness level and 

development of measuring tools which had been tested reliability and validity with 

empirical data. The study sample was 1,500 companies which employed at least 50 
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employees in England, Wales and Scotland. The study used organization as a unit of study 

and used second-order confirmatory factor analysis with AMOS program, version 4.0. 

There were three steps to the study, which were 1) data pruning, 2) second-order 

confirmatory factor analysis, and 3) nested models. The study showed that overall 

innovativeness could be measured from five elements, which were product 

innovativeness, market innovativeness, process innovativeness, behavior innovativeness 

and strategic innovativeness. 

 Gilbert (2007) studied elements in innovativeness in 2,235 companies, from small 

to medium sized businesses in Japan. The study used questionnaires as a tool to collect 

data and analyze the data with principle component analysis. The study obtained 86% of 

questionnaire responses. It showed that innovativeness had three factors. Firstly, the 

workplace factor consisted of four elements, which were a supportive and trusting firm 

environment, workplace atmosphere, empowerment and productiveness. Secondly, 

environmental factors consisted of four elements, which were regional network, regional 

mix, regional agglomeration, and environmental uncertainty. Finally, strategic factors 

consisted of four elements, which were development, firm flexibility, e-commerce, and 

action orientated. 

 Gunday et al. (2011) studied the influence of innovation in organization, process, 

products, market that affected organizational performance in innovation production, 

marketing and finances. The study sample was 184 production industries in Turkey. The 

study showed that the organizational innovation, process of production, and marketing 

resulted in indirect effects on organizational performance in production, marketing and 

finances through innovative performance. 

 Yusof and Abu-Jarad (2011) studied innovativeness of residential development 

companies in Malaysia. The study used questionnaires as a tool to collect data. The 

innovativeness consisted of five elements, which were market innovativeness, product 

innovativeness, process innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness and strategic 

innovativeness. The study sample was 55 company owners who lived in Malaysia. Only 

31 companies, or 56%, responded to the questionnaire. The study showed that 

innovativeness in residential development companies was very low. The study samples 

were residential development companies for large organizations. The limitation of this 

study included the fact that the companies emphasized construction only and it had a very 
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low percentage of responses. The study was also conducted on only large organizations. 

Finally, the study did not research related factors that could affect innovativeness of an 

organization. 

 The studies related to innovativeness are shown below in Table 2.3, The 

innovativeness elements. 

 

Table 2.3  The Innovativeness Elements. 

 

Author Product Market Process Behavior Strategic Workplace 
Environ 

ment 

1)  Schumpeter (1934) 
       

2)  Miller and Friesen (1983) 
       

3)  Capon et al. (1992) 
       

4)  Avlonitis et al. (1994) 
       

5)  Subramanian and Nilakanta (1996)        

6)  Hurley and Hult (1998)        

7)  Rainey (1999)        

8)  Lyon et al., (2000) 
       

9)  North and Smallbone (2000) 
       

10) Danneels and Kleinschmidt (2001) 
       

11)  Sethi et al. (2001) 
       

12)  Vazquez, Santos and Álvarez (2001) 
       

13)  Erdil S., ErdilO. and Keskin (2004) 
       

14)  Wang and Ahmed (2004) 
       

15)  Gilbert (2007)        
16)  Gunday et al. (2011) 

       
17)  Yusof and Abu-Jarad (2011) 

       

Total 13* 6* 11* 7* 8* 1 1 

 

Note:  * referred to joint elements that had been studied by various researchers. 

 

 Table 2.3 illustrates that there were differences in innovativeness measurement, 

depending on context and the researcher‟s point of view (Somnuk Aujirapongpan et al., 

2010). The measurement of innovativeness still had been concerned by academic 
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researchers, including the validity and reliability of tools that are used in measuring 

empirical data.  

 This dissertation analyzed the innovativeness elements by using joint elements 

that had been studied by various research works from 17 studies. This thesis collected the 

elements from at least six studies. The obtained elements were product innovativeness, 

market innovativeness, process innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness and strategic 

innovativeness which were similar to the study by Wang and Ahmed (2004) with respect 

to innovativeness measurement. 

 Therefore, this dissertation adopted Wang and Ahmed‟s(2004) questionnaire and 

adapted it to suit this dissertation. This questionnaire also passed validity and reliability 

tests with empirical data. The unit of study was the organization level, which was also 

similar to this thesis‟ intention. The details of the five elements of innovativeness are as 

follows. 

  2.2.2.1  Product Innovativeness  

  Product innovativeness was the ability of an organization to create or 

develop new products or new services (Fritz, 1989). Unique products and services were 

the objective of business. The new products and services could let an organization into 

new markets quicker than its competitors (Wang and Ahmed, 2004). The continual 

improvement and development of products was essential to create an advantage. Henard 

and Szymanski (2001) proposed that product innovativeness should include the 

consideration of newness, uniqueness, and originality. The consideration could be done 

from either the customer‟s point of view or the owner‟s point of view.  The customer 

might consider characteristic of new products, risks of using new products, and effects of 

their behavior. The owner might consider technology and the marketing strategy of new 

products (Atuahene-Gime, 2001 and Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001). 

  2.2.2.2  Market Innovativeness 

  Market innovativeness had a high level relationship with product 

innovativeness. Several studies included marketing and products in innovativeness as the 

same topic (Schumpeter, 1934; Cooper, 1973 and Miller and Friesen, 1983). But in reality, 

those topics should be studied separately. Ali and Kayhan (2010) described that market 

innovativeness was a basic process of marketing. The characteristics were to introduce a 

new product or get into a new market. Moreover, market innovativeness related to 



35 
 

innovations in marketing research, advertising and promotion (Andrews and Smith, 1996). 

While product innovativeness related to the development of new products and services that 

are unique and serve as a prototype. 

  Wang and Ahmed (2004) proposed that a new study should be done by 

studying product innovativeness and market innovativeness separately. It was because 

market innovativeness was an upgrade of existing products to gain more customers or 

increase products and services to satisfy customers. 

  2.2.2.3  Process Innovativeness 

  Most of the studies referred to process innovativeness as technological 

innovativeness because innovations in technology related to machinery and processing, 

which were the heart of process innovativeness (Alvonitis, Kouremenos and Tzokas, 

1994). On the other hand, Wang and Ahmed (2004) described that technology innovation 

was just a part of product innovativeness and process innovativeness because it related to 

methods, processes and system management, which were new technology. Therefore, 

process innovativeness was the ability to adopt and re-engineer technology to produce 

new products and services (Salavou, 2004). 

  2.2.2.4  Behavioral Innovativeness 

  Behavioral innovativeness involved various levels, such as personal level, 

team level and management level. Hence, the measurement of behavioral innovativeness 

could not be done with one piece of evidence. The behavior level could reflect the 

sustained change in behavior of an organization to the development of innovation, such as 

the behavior of committing to improvements in innovativeness (Alvonitis, Kouremenos 

and Tzokas, 1994). 

  Behavioral innovativeness at the personal level could be considered as the 

change in people‟s behavior and willingness to develop new things (Hurt, Joseph and 

Cook, 1977). The behavioral innovativeness at the team level was the adaptability of the 

team, not just the innovation by one person (Lovelace, Shapiro and Weingart, 2001). 

While behavioral innovativeness at the management level was the commitment of 

managers to do or improve existing things to make them better (Rainey, 1999). 

  Wang and Ahmed (2004) stated that behavioral innovativeness was an 

innovative culture which would create new organizational ideas. Therefore, it would 

result in a more innovative outcome, eventually.  
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  2.2.2.5  Strategic Innovativeness 

  Many organizations had some difficulties in developing strategic 

innovativeness, especially the successful organizations, because they lose the will to 

change. Under risky circumstances, managers sometimes decided not to create new things 

due to the high risk impacts (Marcus, 1988). 

  There were few empirical research works that addressed strategic 

innovativeness. Most researchers did not count strategic innovativeness as organization 

innovation. However, some researchers, such as Capon et al. (1992) and Avlonisit et al. 

(1994), described that strategic innovativeness was a main element of innovativeness. 

Capon et al., (1992) studied the trend of a company‟s strategy in developing 

innovativeness. Moreover, Avlonitis et al. (1994) described that strategic innovativeness 

was only one indicator for the measurement of innovativeness. The measurement model 

of innovativeness is shown in Figure 2.1 below. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3  The Measurement Model of Innovativeness Elements. 

 

 2.2.3  The Relationship between Innovativeness and Organizational Performance 

 Hult et al. (2004) described that innovativeness was not exactly the same idea as 

innovation. Innovativeness was the fundamental of creating new things and the ability to 

create innovation. The concept asserted that innovativeness should be a strategy that 

emphasizes adaptation. Innovation, on the other hand, was a tool of a company that is 
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used to gain initiative in the market. Eventually, the organization had higher performance 

(Capon et al., 1992). Gunday et al. (2011) also described that innovativeness was one of 

the basic marketing strategies to gain market shares and gain initiative. This ability to 

compete with others encourages a lot of companies to develop innovativeness, such as 

changes in technology and valve-added to products and services. Innovativeness was an 

important part of the strategy about product effectiveness, new markets, customer 

demand, and sustaining competition. For two decades, innovativeness has been studied by 

several academic researchers (Capon et al.,, 1992; Subramanian and Nilakanta, 1996; 

Hurley and Hult, 1998; North and Smallbone, 2000; Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001; 

Vazquez et al., 2001; Calantone et al., 2002; Erdil et al., 2004; Wang and Ahmed, 2004; 

Hult, Hurley and Knight, 2004; Zahid and Ali, 2005; Olavarrieta and Friedmann, 2005; 

Micheels, 2010; Cláudio et al., 2010; Gunday et al., 2011; Yusof and Abu-Jarad, 2011; 

Salim and Sulaiman, 2011; Eris and Ozmen, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012). As a 

result of these studies, it was discovered that innovativeness resulted in direct effects on 

organizational performance, as show in Table 2.4 below. 

 

Table 2.4  Summary of the Relationship Between Innovativeness and Organizational  

      Performance. 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample Innovativeness 

effects on 

organizational 

performance 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 

1) Capon et al. (1992) The industry that invested in 

R&D and the industry that 

did not (U.S.A.) 

500 positive 

(only invested 

industry) 

2) Subramanian and Nilakanta (1996) Bank (U.S.A.) - positive 

3) Hurley and Hult (1998) Large government 

organization (U.S.A.) 

56 positive 

4) North and Smallbone (2000) 16 types of small and 

medium sized businesses 

330 positive 
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Table 2.4  (Continued) 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample Innovativeness 

effect 

Organizational 

Performance 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 

5) Danneels and Kleinschmidt 

(2001) 

Industry (Canada) 262 positive 

6) Vazquez et al. (2001) Industrial company (Spain) 264 positive 

7) Calantone et al. (2002) Production and service 

industry (U.S.A.) 

187 positive 

8) Erdil et al. (2004) Industrial company (Marmara 

in Turkey) 

120 positive 

9) Wang and Ahmed (2004) Company that employ at least 

50 employees in England, 

Wales and Scotland 

1,500 positive 

10) Hult, Hurley and Knight (2004) Medium and large sized 

organizations (U.S.A.) 

181 positive 

11) Zahid and Ali (2005) Bank (Pakistan) 171 positive 

12) Olavarrieta and Friedmann (2005) Stock and Shares company 

(Chile) 

116 positive 

13) Micheels (2010) Beef Production Company 

(Illinois, U.S.A.) 

347 positive 

14) Cláudio et al. (2010) Electricity industry 

Private Education Company 

123 

170 

positive 

15) Gunday et al. (2011) Production Industrial company 

(Turkey) 

184 positive 

16) Yusof and Abu-Jarad (2011) Residential development 

companies(Malaysia) 

55 Not significant 

17) Salim and Sulaiman (2011) SME : ICT industry(Malaysia) 320 positive 

18) Engin and Omur (2012) Logistics business (Turkey) 352 positive 

19) Suliyanto and Rahab (2012) Small and medium sized 

organizations 

150 positive 
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2.3  Literature Review and Concept of Market Orientation 

 

The reviews of market orientation could be divided into three parts:  concept of 

market orientation, elements of market orientation, and causal relationship between 

market orientation and other related variables. 

 

 2.3.1  Concepts of Market Orientation 

 Wren (1997) described that market orientation and marketing orientation were 

different, though there were some similarities in marketing concept. Marketing 

orientation emphasizes the customers demand. So, the organization could satisfy what the 

customer wants. Market orientation emphasizes on overall process and overall aspects of 

the market, which includes competitors. 

 Therefore, market orientation (MO) has been studied by many academic 

researchers during last 20 years, such as Narver and Slater, 1990; Jaworski and Kohli, 

1993; Frans, 1997; Min and Mentzer, 2000; G. Tomas et al., 2003; Zhen Zhu, 2004; 

Linda, 2004; Walter, 2005; Valerie, 2006; Mostafa, 2006; Caroline, 2007; Ysaline, 2007; 

Micheels, 2010; Eris and Ozmen, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012. These researchers 

observed that market orientation was one of many factors that increase organizational 

performance, especially in a strategic context. Market orientation encouraged 

organizations to plan strategy and manage in a manner to add value to customers. Hence, 

there would be more profit and increased organizational performance, which was 

supported by many empirical research works from Narver and Slater (1990), Jaworski 

and Kohli (1993), Kumar, Subramanian, and Yauger (1998), Cano, Carrillat and Jaramilo 

(2004), Olavarrieta and Friedmann (2005), Micheels (2010), Vazquez (2001); 

Mohammed (2011) and Suliyanto and Rahab (2012). 

 Narver and Slater (1990) described market orientation as an effective and efficient 

organizational culture which is necessary to have in organization to add more value to 

customers and increase organizational performance. Similarly, Farrell and Mavondo 

(2004) described market orientation as a part of an organization‟s culture which could 

elaborate on the true meaning of market orientation because there were some different 

elements in market orientation which affected personal behavior and attitudes. And, it 

affected values and beliefs. McKitterick (1957) described market orientation as one of the 
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business concepts that emphasizes marketing, especially for customers. It was the 

integration of marketing elements to make a profit. Jaworski and Kohli (1993) described 

that market orientation was a business philosophy, a culture, and behavior of an 

organization. It consisted of the marketing information of a customer, competition, and 

the market and then they dispersed their information to all personnel in the organization. 

Therefore, an organization could satisfy a customer's demand by using the collected data. 

McNamara (1972) described market orientation as an organizational management 

philosophy which let every part of an organization to orientate itself to the customer, to 

profits, and the communication of marketing needs. The most important things were to 

meet the customer and market demands and gain initiative over the competitors (Kotler, 

1998). 

 Mostaque (2003) discovered that there was relationship between the effectiveness 

of an organization and market orientation behavior, which was similar to the study by 

Walker in 2005. He described that market orientation behavior was the ability of the 

market to support the organizational competition capability.  An organization should 

follow its objectives by planning and coordinating to meet customers‟ demands and to 

gain their satisfaction. Under the market orientation behavior, an organization would 

emphasize the analysis of the target market's demands and effectively satisfied customer‟s 

demand to gain initiative over its competitors. Min and Mentzer (2000), Pelham (2000) 

and Chang et al. (1999) pointed out that market orientation adopted a marketing 

philosophy to establish a culture that affected processes and organizational performance 

because to achieve its objectives, the organization needed to seek more knowledge and 

then applied that knowledge to develop itself. Heiens (2000) insisted that market 

orientation with an emphasis on the customer and the competitors leads to success. 

 The concept of market orientation can be divided into two concepts of studies. 

One was from Narver and Slater in1990, who described that market orientation consisted 

of customer orientation, competitor orientation, and inter-functional coordination. The 

second one was from Kohli and Jaworski (1993) who described that market orientation 

consisted of intelligence generation, intelligence dissemination, and responsiveness. The 

two concepts were similar in research with respect to organizational behavior, such as the 

collection of marketing data from customers, competitors, and the market, and also 

dispersing that information to individuals within the organizations they could apply that 
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information to satisfy a customer's demand. The two concepts insisted that market 

orientation influenced higher organizational performance and helped to gain initiative 

over competitors (Min and Mentzer, 2000). These concepts were useful to all researchers 

that were studying market orientation. However, there were some different between the 

two. Kohli and Jaworski (1993) put more emphasis on the customer than Narver and 

Slater (1990). And it was adopted from marketing concepts. While the concepts of Narver 

and Slater (1990) emphasized the important role of human beings and described market 

orientation as an organizational culture which emphasized the customer and the 

competitors. It introduced a working atmosphere into an organization. Therefore, the 

study by Narver and Slater (1990) related to this dissertation which studied market 

orientation variables and learning orientation through innovativeness and an increase in 

organizational performance.  

 

 2.3.2  Elements of Market Orientation 

 For this dissertation, the researcher  adopted Narver and Slater‟s (1990) concept 

of market orientation which had already provided a review of related topics (such asLevit, 

1960; 1980; Kotler, 1977; 1984; Porter, 1980; 1985; Anderson, 1982; Ohmae, 1982; 

Peters and Waterman, 1982; Day, 1984; Aaker, 1988). Market orientation consisted of 

three elements, which were customer orientation, the competitors orientation, and inter 

functional coordination (Day, 1994; Aaker, 1988; Mostaque, 2003), as shown in Figure 

2.4 below. 
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Source:  Narver and Slater, 1990. 

 

Figure 2.4  The Elements of Market Orientation by Narver and Slater (1990) Concept. 

 

 Narver and Slater (1990) stated that the organization which had market 

orientation would be the best organization that shared value to customer. Market 

orientation encourages gaining initiative and sustains success. There should be a win-win 

relationship between the organization and the customer.  

  2.3.2.1  Customer Orientation 

  Narver and Slater (1990) described customer orientation as the 

understanding in the target customer's demands to reach better service. There were two 

ways of adding value to customers.  The first one was the addition of benefits with a 

reasonable price. The second one was to reduce customer payment while remaining the 

same benefits. Matti (2006) pointed out that customer orientation was a process of an 

organization to respond to customer‟s demand and satisfaction. Deshpande, Farley and 

and Webster (1993) defined customer orientation as set of believes that could create 

customer interest. The definition of customer orientation in a company is the ability to 

define, analyze, understand and respond to a customer‟s demand, which was different 

Customer Orientation Interfunctional 
Coordination

Competitor Orientation

Long Term
Profit Focus
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from Narver and Slater (1990). Some academic researchers pointed out that the customer 

orientation and market orientation were similar concepts, but they were completely 

different with respect to competitor orientation. Deshpande et al. (1993) insisted that 

competitor orientation was opposed to customer orientation. Customer orientation 

emphasized more on the strength of the competitor rather than the customer‟s demand. 

Narver and Slater (1990) pointed out that customers were different, such as buyer, 

business partner, and customer. Therefore, it was necessary for an organization to 

understand the limitation of their customers so it could accurately approach the customer. 

  In Thailand, academic researchers had defined customer orientation as 

follows:  

  Teerayout Wattanasupachoke (2005) described customer orientation as 

the ability of an organization to satisfy customers' demands, including establishing brand 

recognition and brand loyalty. Hence, there were more customers using the products, 

which raised organizational performance. Siriwan Serirat (2003) described that all 

policies and activities of an organization needed to be customer oriented. The satisfaction 

of customers was paramount, and then a reasonable profit was preferable. There were also 

elements included in policies. Firstly, it was their customer orientation policy to produce 

products or services according to customers' demand. Secondly, with respect to profit 

orientation, the organization introduced profit orientation because the nature of running a 

business was to make a profit, so the organization could pay whatever is involved in the 

process, but making a profit should be fair. Only good products and services with a 

reasonable price are supposed to be in the market. Finally, with respect to integration of 

marketing activities, was the integration of product development, advertising, and sales to 

be considered together. Marketing is always coordinated with production and financial 

considerations. In marketing concepts, marketing personal need to be at the beginning of 

the production cycle. It means that marketing personnel need to understand customers‟ 

demands and respond to those demands.  

  There were several studies that showed an increase in organizational 

performance by using customer orientation. Frans (1997) discovered that customer 

orientation had a positive relationship with marketing performance. Mostaque (2003) 

discovered that marketing concepts influenced the improvement of the market. The 

customer should be center of gravity. All activities should be orientated to meet 
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customers‟ demands, such as if a customer is satisfied with a product then they bought the 

product again. Hult, Ketchen, David, Nichols and Ernest (2003) and Linda (2011) found 

that the better organizations gained initiative by seeking the market and understanding 

customers‟ demands with real time information, so they could response to that faster. 

Khamwon and Speeece (2010) studied the relationship between market orientation and 

financial performance in the veteran business sector. The market orientation consisted of 

three elements, which were customer orientation, competitor orientation, and inter 

functional coordination which followed Narver and Slater‟s (1990) concept. The study 

sample was 80 owners of clinics and hospitals in Bangkok, as well as the area nearby. The 

study showed that there were significant positive numbers in the statistics of market 

orientation that influenced financial performance, especially in customer orientation. And 

Muhammad (2010) described that market orientation recently had played an important 

role in many businesses due to the strength that responded to customers' demands. The 

products and services could be value-added, i.e. more convenient at a reasonable price. 

  2.3.2.2  Competitor Orientation 

  Narver and Slater (1990) described that competitor orientation was to 

understand the existing and anticipated capabilities of the competitors, such as strengths, 

weaknesses, capabilities, and strategies. It was the ability to appreciate these capabilities 

and responded to them. It included why customers were interested in competitor's 

products. Moreover, it could describe how to gain initiative over competitors in term of 

activities, space, and products. Narver and Slater (1990) included data and information 

collection in customer orientation in their study. It consisted of the analysis of 

competitor‟s technology and competitor ability to satisfy customer evaluation. On the 

other, Dev, Zhou, Brown and Agarwal (2009) insisted that using both customer 

orientation and competitor orientation was incorrect in marketing strategy.  Instead, the 

organization should pay attention to either customer orientation or competitor orientation 

which depended on the country‟s economy, resources, and customer‟s demand. However, 

Sorensen (2009) supported Narver and Slater‟s (1990) concepts and he introduced that 

customer orientation and competitor orientation were elements of market orientation. 

Each company might vary the role of two strategies, depending on the company‟s goals 

and business circumstances. 
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  Some studies showed that market orientation and competitors orientation 

could raise organizational performance. Muhammad (2010) studied the results of market 

orientation affecting the organizational performance of 53 small companies in Chunglun 

and Kedah in Malaysia. It showed that three elements of market orientation had a positive 

relationship with organizational performance, especially customer and competitor 

orientation. Walter and Yiming (2005) described that under uncertainly circumstances, the 

organization that applied market orientation had positive results in forecasted 

organizational performance. The elements that could impact companies activities were 

customer orientation, competitor orientation, inter functional coordination. These three 

elements could provide new products, brand loyalty, and then higher performance 

(Valerie, 2006). 

 2.3.2.3  Inter Functional Coordination 

 Narver and Slater (1990) defined inter functional coordination as the use 

of intra resources maximizing the value of products and services, which also included 

customer orientation and competitor orientation. The coordination depended on sub-units. 

Sub-units needed to understand their role and encourage mutual support in the 

organization. Gatignon and Xuereb (1997) defined inter functional coordination as a 

particular structure that provided fluent communication among sub-units in an 

organization. The coordination among sub-units increased in dispersing information. For 

example, in the development of new products, process had played an important role. 

Hence, inter functional coordination was one of the important factors that influenced 

innovation. Jitti Rassametummachot (2010) described that the coordination among 

activities of an organization could increase the performance of the activities, such as 

coordination of logistics and services; therefore, the organization could deliver the 

product on time. The capability of management and coordination could reduce costs and 

add more value to the product. The manager needed to coordinate every sub unit and 

drive them in the same direction. 

 The studies of market orientation showed that inter function 

coordination influenced higher organizational performance. Johson, Clay and Eric 

(2009) discovered the organization should put more emphasis on inter functional 

coordination than customer and competitor orientation. Muhammad (2010) studied 

market orientation which influenced organizational performance in 53 small 
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companies Chunglun and Kedah in Malaysia. There were three elements of market 

orientation that had positive relationships in organizational performance, especially 

customer and competitor orientation. Chayanant Kerdpitak, Montree Piriyakul; 

Suphasit Jarupat and Phaopak Sirisuk (2009) discovered that the most important 

factors in organizational logistics was inter functional coordination, especially 

coordination of logistics and production. It reduced the time of the production process 

and distribution process. It shortened the production process by cutting irrelevant 

steps out. The products had less error, so it reduced stocked products. Therefore, the 

costs and risks were reduced. The organizational process flew more fluently and the 

services to customer were better. The coordination between logistics and marketing 

also made the distribution of products faster. Customers and the organization could 

check where the products were. Therefore, the organization could plan for service and 

the customer would be satisfied with the service. It could be modeled, as in Figure 

2.5, The measurement model of market orientation. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.5  The Measurement Model of Market Orientation Elements. 

 

2.3.3  The Causal Relationship between Market Orientation and the Study’s 

Variables 

This consisted of three parts: the relationship between market orientation and 

organizational performance, the relationship between market orientation and 

innovativeness, and the relationship between market orientation and learning 

orientation.  
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 2.3.3.1  The Relationship between Market Orientation and Organizational 

Performance 

Razghandi and Hashim (2012) studied the relationship between market 

orientation and organizational performance in Asia published from 1995–2010 as 

referenced by Ebscohost, Emerald, JSTOR, Science Direct, Springer Link and Web of 

Science. They used the computer as a survey tool. They discovered that since 1990, 

market orientation had been studied more. Sixty-one publications of the relationship 

between market orientation and organizational performance, similar to western 

countries< because market orientation could predict organizational performance and 

has allowed organizations to have long-term success, as shown in Figure 2.6 below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.6  The Trends of Research of the Relationship Between Market Orientation  

 and Organization Performance in Asia. 

 

 As per figure 2.5, Razghandi and Hashim (2012) described the number 

of research works about the relationship between market orientation and 

organizational performance from 2003-2010 was 52, which were 56 percent. There 

were 19 publications in China, which was 31 percent. India had seven research works, 

which was 11 percent, and Hong Kong and Taiwan had six research works each, 

which accounted for 10 percent each. The study showed that Asian academic 
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researchers recognized the importance of market orientation, similar to western 

countries such as the U.S. The studies of 58 research works showed that the 

researchers were in the management and production industry, as well as service 

industry sectors such as hotels, banks, and others. The production industry consisted 

of the textile industry, chemical industry, etc. Therefore, 58 research works showed 

that market orientation had a significantly positive relationship with organizational 

performance, which is similar to the findings of Narver and Slater (1990) and 

Joworski and Kohli (1993).  

 The empirical studies of the relationship between market orientation 

and organizational performance are as follows: 

 Avlonitis and Gounaris (1995) studied the relationship between market 

orientation and organizational performance by comparing the food production 

industry and Food Companies The study samples were marketing managers of 444 

companies in Greece and questionnaires were used as a tool to collect data. The study 

showed the relationship between market orientation and Food Companies, but there 

was no relationship with the food production industry.  

 Walter and Yiming (2005) discovered that under uncertain 

circumstances, an organization needed to emphasize market orientation. It was an 

important factor for an organization to predict its performance. There were three 

elements inside market orientation, which were customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and inter functional coordination. These elements were the main factors 

driving organizations to launch new products, brand loyalty, and working effectively.  

 Muhammad (2010) studied the results of market orientation affecting 

organizational performance in 53 small businesses in Malaysia. The market 

orientation variables consisted of competitor orientation and inter functional 

coordination. The results showed that these elements had a positive relationship with 

the organizational performance of small companies, especially customer and 

competitor orientation. Therefore, the results insisted that market orientation could be 

studied in small companies.  

 Khamwon and Speece (2010) studied the relationship between market 

orientation and financial performance in the veteran service sector. Market orientation 

had three elements, which were customer orientation, competitor orientation and inter 
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function coordination, which followed Narver and Slater‟s concept. The study sample 

was 80 clinic and hospital owners in Bangkok and the area nearby. The method of 

analysis was regression analysis. The study showed that market orientation had a 

significantly positive relationship with financial performance, which could help an 

organization gain initiative and raise its performance. 

 Nithima Rayakaow and Wanno Fongsuwan (2012) studied the 

relationship among market orientation, logistics supply chain management, and 

effectiveness of drug production in pharmaceutical organizations. The data were 

collected from 280 marketing personnel in pharmaceutical organizations and analyzed 

equation model using the LISREL program, version 8.72. The study showed that the 

level of variables were quite high. The analysis of causal relationship showed that 

market orientation resulted in positive effects on the logistics supply chain 

management and effectiveness. Finally, supply chain management had positive 

influence with effectiveness.  The significance statistical level was 0.05. Variables 

could explain variances and predict effectiveness as 70 percent (p-value < .05). 

Therefore, pharmaceutical organizations should emphasize market orientation, 

logistics, and supply chain management in order to increase effectiveness of logistic 

performance and supply chain management.  

 Nachaisak Chunnapiya (2013) studied the model of relationships of 

market orientation, marketing innovation strategy and market environmental 

awareness with marketing performance in four- and five-star hotels in Thailand. The 

objectives of this study, firstly, was to study the level of these variables in developing 

marketing performance in the hotel industry in Thailand and to study the level of 

organizational performance after it had adopted these strategies. The second one was 

to study the relationship of market orientation strategy, marketing innovation strategy, 

and marketing environmental impact awareness with the marketing performance of 

four- and five-star hotels in Thailand.  The third one was to develop the model of the 

relationship of market orientation strategy, marketing innovation strategy, and 

marketing environmental impact awareness with the marketing performance of four- 

and five-star hotels in Thailand by using a quantitative study. The data were collected 

from 97 sales managers and marketing managers of four- and five-star hotels which 

were part of the Thai Hotels Association. The study showed that the first objective 
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was to respond by the sales and marketing manager adapting the market environment 

to develop marketing performance. They adopted market orientation and marketing 

innovation as a second priority. The predicted level of organizational performance 

after it had adopted those variables was high in maintaining relationships with existed 

customers. The second objective was to respond to the positive relationship between 

market orientation strategy and marketing performance which resulted in indirect 

effects on marketing innovation strategy and market environmental awareness, 

especially market environmental awareness. Finally, the model of this studied was MP 

= 0.187* MO + 0.168* MKI + 0.936* ME,where MP was marketing performance, 

MO was market orientation strategy, MKI was marketing innovation and ME was the 

market environment.  

 2.3.3.2  The Relationship between Market Orientation and Innovativeness 

 Jaworski and Kohli (1993) described that market orientation related to 

the creation of new things that were unique and responded to market demands, which 

could be called innovation. Han et al. (1998) also described that market orientation 

positively affected the innovativeness of an organization. The company that 

emphasized market orientation could develop and introduce new products and 

services to the market. Engin and Omur (2012) described that market orientation 

needed innovativeness to develop new products and services which satisfied the 

market and customers‟ demands. Slater and Narver (1994) described that innovation 

was one of value added ability which supported market orientation and organizational 

performance. Moreover, the relationship between market orientation and 

innovativeness influenced organizational performance, as Hurley and Hult (1998) said 

that innovation and the success in developing new products were a form of market 

penetration or market opportunity. He described that innovativeness was a medium in 

business which converged knowledge and decision-making appreciation. It could 

increase organizational performance. 

 The empirical studies of the relationship between market orientation 

and innovativeness are as follows:  

 Lado and Maydeu-Olivares (2000) studied the relationship between 

market orientation and market innovation of life insurance businesses, comparing 

between the E.U. and the U.S. They collected data from managing directors of 211 
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life insurance companies (137 European and 74 U.S. companies). They used 

questionnaires as a tool to collect data. The study showed that although these were 

some differences in the environment between the two regions, the emphasis on market 

orientation influenced the level of innovation and innovation performance. Therefore, 

the effectiveness of innovation could be increased by adopting market orientation.  

 Vazquez et al. (2001) and his colleagues studied both direct and 

indirect relationships among market orientation, innovativeness and organizational 

performance. The market orientation also consisted of three elements, which were 

customer orientation, competitor orientation, and inter functional coordination, which 

follow Narver and Slater‟s (1990) concept. The innovativeness was a mediator 

variable which consisted of two elements, which were new product innovativeness 

and innovative rate. The study sample was the industries in Spain which were the food 

industry, chemist industry, metal industry, and machinery industry which consisted of 

264 companies. The data were collected from interviews with the CEO‟s of the 

companies and was from structured questionnaires. The study showed that market 

orientation directly affected innovativeness of a company, especially new product 

innovativeness. The market orientation indirectly affected organizational performance 

via innovativeness. The new product innovativeness and innovation rate directly 

affected the organizational performance of a company.  

 Erdil et al. (2004) studied the relationship between market orientation, 

innovativeness and organizational performance. The study sample was 120 industrial 

companies in Marmara, Turkey. The managers answered the questionnaires. The study 

showed that market orientation (included three elements) had a relationship with 

innovativeness and innovation performance, especially the collection and usage of 

data. Moreover, innovativeness had a positive relationship with innovation 

performance. 

 Olavarrieta and Friedmann (2005) studied the results of market 

orientation, knowledge-related resources that affected organizational performance. 

There were three elements in market orientation, which were customer orientation, 

competitor orientation, and inter functional coordination, according to Narver and 

Slater‟s concept in 1990. Knowledge-related resources was a mediator variable 

consisting of five elements, which were marketing research ability, innovativeness, 
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brand, company image, and imitation ability. An organizational performance variable 

consisted of two elements, which were new product performance and overall 

performance. The study sample was 116 stock and shares companies in Chile. Data 

were collected from managers or owners of a company. The data were analyzed using 

a linear equation structure using the LISREL program. The study showed that market 

orientation and innovation performance directly affected the overall performance and 

new product performance. Market orientation indirectly affected the overall 

performance and new product performance via innovativeness. Finally, market 

orientation directly affected the marketing research ability and imitation ability.  

2.3.3.3 The Relationship between Market Orientation and Learning 

Orientation  

 Slater and Narver (1995) described that market orientation was an 

important knowledge base for an organization. It meant that market orientation was a 

set structure of culture inside an organization to develop learning orientation. Baker 

and Sinkula (1999) described that market orientation reflected the creating of a body 

of knowledge in an organization. Learning orientation, on the other hand, reflected the 

value of body of knowledge questions. Mavondo (2000) described that the difference 

between two concepts was that learning in an organization was an application of 

knowledge, depending on the market in order to satisfy customers‟ demands. 

 Day (1994), however, stated that market orientation and related 

marketing strategies could be initiated after the learning process had been verified and 

after the organization had understood the market better. Hence, he described further 

that learning in an organization was a fundamental of market orientation. Lukas, Hult 

and Ferrell (1996) described that every organization should pay attention to learning 

and seek knowledge all the time in order to plan how to use resources. Then, the 

organization could have an effective marketing strategy and eventually success. 

 Whitwell and Lukas (2002) described that the causal relationship 

between market orientation and learning orientation still was not concluded. However, 

many researchers insisted that these two topics should be adopted together. Greenman 

(2004) insisted that these two topics were important. Owners or managers needed to 

be adaptive in order to response to either opportunities or risks. These two topics 

could lead to the development of innovativeness and help in the decision-making 
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process. Hurley and Hult (1998) described that market orientation could encourage an 

organization to gain initiative over its competitors. However, market orientation alone 

might let the organization down because it lacks learning new knowledge. Hence, 

learning and seek knowledge atmosphere would affect the development of 

innovativeness and raise organizational performance. Jaworski and Kohli (1996) 

studied the difference between the meaning of behavioral culture of market 

orientation and learning orientation. The study insisted that these two concepts were 

to be organizational culture which helped organization success.  

 The empirical studies of the relationship between market orientation 

and learning orientation are as follows: 

 Wang et al. (2009) studied the relationship of knowledge management 

orientation, market orientation and organizational performance with empirical data. 

The study sample was 213 companies which had at least 50 employees in England. 

The response percentage was 14.2. The companies were varied, such as small, 

medium and large industry. The study showed that knowledge management 

orientation had a positive relationship with market orientation. Market orientation also 

a mediator of the relationship between knowledge management orientation and 

organizational performance. The relationship was in terms of both objectivity and 

subjectivity.  

 Wong and Mavondo (2000) studied the effects of market orientation, 

learning orientation, product orientation and human resource orientation with 

organizational performance. The study sample was 205 companies in the construction 

industry in Australia. The study used questionnaires as a tool to collect data. The 

study showed that product orientation influenced organizational performance. Market 

orientation, learning orientation and human resource orientation did not affect 

organizational performance, which was not related other hypothesis and researches. 

They claimed that the construction industry in Australia was controlled by the 

government. The industries were pressured by the government. The managers of the 

companies thought that the value-added and market orientation could not raise their 

financial performance because of budget limitations. The market demand was the 

lowest cost in construction. Their ideas were limited by construction codes and 

standards. Hence, there was no creativity because they only followed the terms of 
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their contracts. Finally, the lesson learned was the selection of the sample group. The 

study sample should be related to the variables studied. 

 Engin and Omur (2012) studied the effects of market orientation, 

learning orientation and innovativeness on organizational performance. The objectives 

of the study were to examine the relationship among these variables and analyze the 

influence of market orientation, learning orientation and innovativeness on 

organizational performance. The study sample was 352 logistics companies in Turkey. 

The data were collected from marketing executive officers and the data was analyzed 

by the structure equation model with the LISREL program, version 8.3. The study 

showed that the developed model was a fit for these empirical data with an 80 percent 

determination. Market orientation directly affected organizational performance and 

learning orientation. Learning orientation directly affected innovativeness. 

Innovativeness directly affected organizational performance. Market orientation 

indirectly affected organizational performance via innovativeness. Market orientation 

indirectly affected organizational performance via learning orientation. Market 

orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via learning orientation and 

innovativeness. Market orientation indirectly affected learning orientation. Finally, 

learning orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via innovativeness. 

 Suliyanto and Rahab (2012) stated that market orientation and learning 

orientation improved innovativeness and organizational performance of small and 

medium sized businesses. The objectives were to study the relationship between market 

orientation and learning orientation which affected the improvement of innovative and 

organizational performance. The study involved quantitative research and was conducted 

using a cross sectional survey. The study sample was 150 small and medium businesses in 

Banyumas Regency in Indonesia. The data were collected from questionnaires mailed to 

business owners and managers. The study used the structure equation modeling (SEM) 

technique to analyze the data. The study showed that the hypothesis model was a fit with 

the empirical data, with 72 percent reliability. The study found that market orientation 

directly affected learning orientation, innovativeness, and organizational performance. 

Learning orientation directly affected innovativeness and organizational performance. 

Innovativeness directly affected organizational performance. Market orientation indirectly 

affected to innovativeness via learning orientation. Market orientation indirectly affected 
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organizational performance via learning orientation and innovativeness. Learning 

orientation indirect affected organizational performance via innovativeness. Finally, 

market orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning orientation.  

The causal relationship studies of the relationship of market orientation with 

learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance could be 

summarized as shown in Table 2.5 

 

Table 2.5  The Summary of Causal Relationship Between Market Orientation and Other 

Variables. 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample 

 

 MO 

 Direct Effect 

MO  

Indirect effect 

PF 

Via 

INN 

Via 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 
LO INN PF INN LO 

1) Avlonitis and 

Gounaris (1995) 

Food manufacturing 

industrial (Greek) 

444      

2) Hurley and Hult 

(1998) 

Large organization of 

central government (USA) 

56 (9,648 

employees) 

     

3) Baker and Sinkula 

(1999a) 

Small and medium sized 

business (USA) 

411      

4) Lado and Maydeu-

Olivares (2000) 

Life insurance 

(EU and USA) 

211      

6) Vazquez et al. 

(2001) 

Industrial Company 

(Spain) 

264      

7) Farrell and 

Oczkowski (2002) 

Production Industry 

(Australia) 

486      

8) Erdil et al. (2004) Industrial company 

(Marmara in Turkey) 

120      

9) Hult, Hurley and 

Knight (2004) 

Medium and large sized 

business (USA) 

181      
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Table 2.5  (Continued) 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample 

 

 MO 

 Direct Effect 

MO  

Indirect effect 

PF 

Via 

INN 

Via 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 
LO INN PF INN LO 

10) Olavarrieta and 

Friedmann (2005) 

Stocks and shares 

company (Chili) 

116      

11) Felix et al. (2010) Hospital industry 227      
12) Micheels (2010) Beef production company 

(Illinois, U.S.A.) 

347      

13) Cláudio et al.(2010) Electricity company 

Private Education company 

123 

170 

     

14) Muhammad (2010) Small company 

(Malaysia) 

53      

15) Khamwon and 

Speece (2010) 

Veteran clinic and hospital 

(Thailand) 

80      

16) Nachaisak 

Chunnapiya (2013) 

4-5 Star Hotel 

(Thailand) 

97      

17) Razghandi and 

Hashim (2012) 

Literature Review of 

publications from 1995-

2010 

61 

publications 

     

18) Choi (2012) Nonprofit organization 

(South Korea) 

-      

19) Suliyanto and 

Rahab (2012) 

Small and medium 

business 

150 
     

20) Engin and Omur 

(2012) 

Logistics company 

(Turkey) 

352 
     

Total 2 12 13 6 2 

 

Note:  MO is Market Orientation, LO is Learning Orientation, INN is Innovativeness and  

 PF is Organizational Performance. 
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2.4  Literature Review and Concept of Learning Orientation 

 

This phase of the literature review is broken up into three parts:  the concepts 

of learning orientation, the elements of learning orientation, and the causal 

relationship between learning orientation and studying variables. The details of each 

part are as follows:  

 

2.4.1  Concepts of Learning Orientation 

The rapid development in technology influenced globalization, competition 

and the business environment. Learning was one of many things that organizations 

paid attention to in order to adapt and respond to uncertain circumstances. All 

personnel needed to learn and apply knowledge to their job (Wang et al., 2010).In 

addition, Senge (2006) described that the world‟s trend was complicated, so everyone 

needed to learn to understand the complications. Recently, the leader was the only one 

to learn and then they commanded and controlled all of the processes in an 

organization, but then it was not enough. Everybody needed to learn to know the same 

things. The organization could use its knowledge to gain initiative over its 

competitors. The imitation of new technology was not that easy. The only way to have 

similar capability was to learn how to do it. As a result, learning was one of the most 

important factors for success. Tippawan Lorsuwannarat (2005) described that the 

learning of an organization was an important fundamental of the supported process of 

knowledge management which would let an organization be successful in its 

organizational learning.  

Organizational Learning (OL) was described using many different 

terminologies from many researchers. Senge (2006) described that organizational 

learning was a place that let its members develop their own capabilities. It was a place 

that new creative thinking or developing need ideas was encouraged and where the 

members had freedom to think and execute. Lastly, it was a place that members could 

continue to learn and learn from each other. He defined the five disciplines which 

were system thinking, personal mastery, mental model, building shared vision, and 

team learning. Hargreaves and Jarvis (1998) described that organizational learning 

was a learning process where everyone continually improved themselves. The 
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learning would involve individuals, a team, an organization or a group of 

organizations. Organizational learning would develop products, information, and 

services continually, and at the same time also develop individual capabilities by 

teaching knowledge and understanding how to execute actions. Finally, the objectives 

of organizational learning were to let the members understand that they could 

accurately analyze any issue. It could result in the innovation of products or 

processes, establish seminars about complicated issues, and learning from other 

experiences. Westover (2006) defined organizational learning as the organization that 

could use organizational culture by encouraging its members to learn. It could accept 

some risks. It also encouraged single loop and double loop learning which consisted 

of risk taking and safe thinking, systems thinking and getting the show on the road, 

recognizing people as resources, mapping the vision, trust, and physical proximity. 

Sinkula, Baker and Noordewier (1997) described that organizational learning was a 

process of establishing a body of knowledge by seeking knowledge and information. 

Therefore, organizational learning was one of knowledge incremental process. 

Marquardt (2002) described that the learning capability in an organization was 

one of the most important factors that led an organization to conduct and encourage 

organizational learning.  An organization still needed to learn and adapt to the 

environment, accordingly. 

Learning Orientation (LO) was one of many concepts about organizational 

knowledge and the learning ability in an organization (Sinkula et al., 1997). Learning 

orientation was also one of the organizational learning ability indicators (Hult, 

Ketchen, David, Nichols and Ernest 2003). Several definitions of learning orientation 

from various researchers are summarized below. 

Learning orientation included all activities in an organization. The activities 

included the creation and application of knowledge to gain initiative, collecting data 

and shared information about customers‟ demands, market changes, competitors' 

activities, as well as development of higher technology (Hurley and Hult, 1998; 

Moorman and Miner, 1998; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby and Herron, 1996). There 

was a connection between learning orientation and the collection of data (Dixon, 

1992). It involves how to define the meaning of data (Argyris and Schon, 1978), how 

to evaluate information (Sinkula et al., 1997), and how to share obtained information 
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(Moorman and Miner, 1998). In 1997, Sinkula, Baker and Noordewier (1997) defined 

learning orientation as a basic attitude of self learning. High level learning orientation 

had two characters, which were response to environmental changes and the ability to 

continually questioning relating to the environment. In 2006, Calantone et al. (2002) 

defined learning orientation as the activities that increased knowledge of an 

organization in order to increase its competitive ability. 

Huber (1991) defined learning orientation as one of organizational culture 

relating to organizational potential that affected individual behavior. Rhee, Park and 

Lee (2010) described that learning orientation was organizational culture prioritization 

that affect individual behavior. Bard (2007) described that learning orientation was a 

human process which consisted of skills, knowledge, and attitudes and these readily 

influence changing behavior. Learning orientation was the outcome of activities, such 

as learning by doing, learning from mistakes, learning from market competitors, and 

learning from technology. Gong, Huang and Farh (2009) described that learning 

orientation was the commitment of an organization to improve performance and 

knowledge. Wang et al. (2010) described that learning orientation was compulsory 

tasks which were from particular circumstances and conditions. It could be described 

into three meanings. Firstly, learning orientation consisted of learning activities in the 

workplace and daily learning activities. Secondly, workplace environment was an 

important factor to create learning in the job and for individuals. Finally, learning 

orientation was from the individual learning and society context, such as employees 

learning from each other. Therefore, learning orientation was a learning process of 

individuals through the organization, consisting of knowledge, skills, and attitudes in 

particular circumstances in order to improve its organizational performance. 

This research defined learning orientation as an organization that understood 

and was willing to develop its ability to be organizational learning.  An organization 

needed to have a precise vision and accurate objectives in learning and encourage 

personnel to develop their individual learning commitment, shared vision and open 

mindedness. 
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2.4.2  The Elements of Learning Orientation 

 There were several dimensions of learning orientation that have been studied. 

Calantone et al. (2002) described that learning orientation consisted of four elements, 

which were commitment to learning, shared vision, open mindedness, and intra-

organizational knowledge sharing. Rhee et al. (2010) described that learning 

orientation consisted of two elements, which were facilitated leadership and 

decentralized strategic planning. Lee and Tsai (2005) described that learning 

orientation consisted of two elements, which were creative thinking and creative team 

improvement. Wang et al. (2010) expanded learning orientation to be three forms, 

which were official learning (structure, procedural learning), non-official (non-

structured, non-supported learning), and unintentional learning (learning from the 

accidents of some activities such as experiments, tests and mistakes). 

 Bard (2007) described learning orientation as two parts, which were single 

loop and double loop learning. Single loop or adaptive learning was the basic learning 

of developing main capability to be more effective. This learning type emphasized 

assessment and fixing errors of a system by changing work procedure or a work 

system. Individual activity affected organizational process. Individual activity was not 

only a response to its organization, but also inside those individual themselves. The 

errors by an individual or in the process would be corrected by that individual. For 

example, when the errors were spotted, then there would be a correction right away. 

On the other hand, if the continual correction of these errors took place by utilized 

mission, customer, capability and strategy then it would be called double loop or 

generative learning. Double loop is considered to be better than a single loop in terms 

of gaining initiative in the market (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). 

 Huber (1991) described that learning orientation consisted of four steps. 

Firstly, it was information acquisition, such as customer surveying, research and 

development activities, performance consideration, and competitor's product analysis. 

Secondly, it was distribution, such as sharing information processes. Thirdly, it was 

interpretation, such as data definition and transfering them to establish a body of 

knowledge. Finally, memory was the process of keeping information and knowledge 

for later use.  
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 Baker and Sinkula (1999) were famous learning orientation researchers who 

described learning orientation as three elements, which were commitment to learning, 

shared vision, and open mindedness. They discovered that learning orientation 

directly affected innovativeness and organizational performance. Zahid and Ali (2005) 

also studied the relationship among learning orientation, innovativeness and 

organizational performance of bank companies in Pakistan. They discovered that 

learning orientation and organizational performance of bank companies in Pakistan 

had a statistically significant level of relationship. Learning orientation positively 

affected innovativeness and organizational performance. Shared vision positively 

affected innovativeness and organizational performance. Open mindedness positively 

affected innovativeness and organizational performance. Inter organizational 

knowledge sharing positively affected innovativeness and organizational performance. 

 The meaning of the three elements of learning orientation according to Baker 

and Sinkula‟s (1999) concept are outlined below. 

  2.4.2.1  Commitment to Learning 

  Commitment to learning meant the individual ability to understand 

reasons and results of activities which needed to be assessed and corrected (Baker and 

Sinkula, 1999). Learning orientation also meant the amount of attention to learn in an 

organization. The less attention given to learning would let the organization down. 

Farrell and Mavondo (2004) described that commitment to learning was the 

commitment of its members. They needed to learn and understand the importance of 

learning then they would be involved in the success. 

  2.4.2.2  Shared vision 

  Farrell and Mavondo (2004) described that a shared vision was the 

exchanging and sharing of basic needs for learning. The objective was to initiate 

learning among its members. There was less vision and commitment in learning in the 

organization that did not encourage learning. The lack of a shared vision was one of 

the performance indicators in an organization. The preferred shared visions were 

conventional knowledge, understanding, and application which could be used in 

managing an organization (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). 
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  2.4.2.3  Open mindedness 

  Open mindedness meant that the organization needed to pay attention 

to other opinions, not only one particular ability or opinion. It is the courage to stand 

against questioning, hypothesis and other beliefs which is either possible or 

impossible (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). Therefore, the organization would be able to 

accept new points of view and apply it to improve and develop its knowledge. It 

included the creation of innovation and flexible problem-solving. It could help an 

organization solve recent and future issues. (Jerez-Gomez et al., 2005). Li-Fen Liao 

(2006) discovered that the organization that encouraged learning orientation by 

sharing knowledge could increase its competitive capability and organizational 

performance. The members who accepted other opinions and trusted each other would 

affect their sharing behavior, human resource development and respect each other. 

The final result was to ensure that the members always shared useful information and 

think creatively.  

  The literature review of learning orientation elements showed that 

there were several elements because they depended on each researcher‟s context. 

Therefore, this research adopted the concept of Baker and Sinkula (1999) which had 

similar context. They were famous researchers in learning orientation in an 

organization. They developed a method of learning orientation measurement by 

considering three elements, which were commitment to learning, shared vision and 

open mindedness, as shown in Figure 2.6 below. The other elements that related to 

this study's variables were market orientation, learning orientation, innovativeness, 

and organizational performance. There also were several empirical studies similar to 

Baker and Sinkula (1999), such as Calantone et al., 2002; Salim and Sulaiman, 2011; 

Zahid and Ali, 2005; Cláudio et al., 2010; Frank et al., 2010; Engin and Omur, 2012 

and Louis and Alice, 2012. 
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Figure 2.7  The Measurement Model of Market Orientation Elements. 

 

2.4.3  The Causal Relationship of Learning Orientation and Study's Variables. 

 The review was divided into three parts, which were the relationship between 

learning orientation and organizational performance, the relationship between learning 

orientation and innovativeness, and the relationship between learning orientation and 

market orientation. The details are as follows. 

2.4.3.1  The Relationship between Learning Orientation and Organizational   

Performance 

  Learning orientation had a statistically significant positive relationship 

with organizational performance. Learning always brought opportunities. The decision-

making would be done through the understanding of variables and the relationship 

between the process and the market. It would satisfy customers‟ demands and let the 

organization sustain success (Senge, 1990). Sinkula et al., (1997) summarized that by 

increasing learning orientation an organization would sustain increases in organizational 

performance. Consequently, the studies by Baker and Sinkula (1999, 2000) and Slater and 

Narver (1999) showed that learning orientation had a statistically significant positive 

relationship with organizational performance. 

  The studies related to the relationship between learning orientation and 

organizational performance are as follows: 

  Farrell and Oczkowski (2002) studied the relationship of market 

orientation, learning orientation, and organizational performance. They analyzed the data 

from production industries which were in the Dun and Bradstreet database in Australia. 
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The data were from the CEO's of 486 companies, with the response rate of 26.2 %. The 

study showed that market orientation positively affected overall performance, ROI, sales 

growth, maintained customer relationships, and had success with the new products. 

Learning orientation affected the overall performance. 

  Frank, Kebler, Mitterer and Sammer (2010) studied the effects of 

learning orientation on organizational performance and the effects of intervening 

variables, which were dynamism and environmental hospitality.  Learning orientation 

consisted of three elements, which were commitment to learning, shared vision, and open 

mindedness. The study samples were small and medium sized businesses in Australia. 

The 228 industries included the product and service industry, iron industry, metal 

structure industry, machinery industry, stationary industry, electronics industry, 

communication industry, television industry, medicine equipment industry, and 

automobile industry. The study showed that learning orientation positively affected 

organizational performance. The intervening variables, which were dynamism and 

environmental hospitality, had no relationship with the positive effect of learning 

orientation and organizational performance. 

  Felix, Jacqueline and Jillian (2010) studied learning orientation and 

market orientation that had relationships with innovation. The practice involved human 

resources and organizational performance. The objectives were to examine the 

relationship between learning orientation and market orientation that affected 

organizational performance via human resource practices and innovation. The study 

adopted quantitative research methodology and collected data through cross sectional 

surveying. The study sample was 227 medium sized hospital industries. The 

questionnaires were sent via email. The owners or top management   answered the 

questions. The data was analyzed by structure equation modeling (SEM). The study 

showed that the developed model was a fit with the empirical data. Learning orientation 

and market orientation directly affected human resource practices. Learning orientation 

and market orientation directly affected innovation in terms of production, process and 

management. Learning orientation directly affected organizational performance in 

marketing effectiveness, operations and finances via human resource and innovation 

practice. Market orientation directly affected organizational performance in marketing 

effectiveness, operation and finances via human resource and innovation practices.  
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  Micheels (2010) studied measurement, relationships and implications of 

market orientation in production agriculture in Illinois, U.S.A. The objectives were to 

examine the relationship of market orientation, learning orientation, innovativeness, cost 

focus, entrepreneurship, and overall performance. The research methodology utilized 

quantitative research by using cross sectional surveying. The study sample was 347 beef 

producer companies in the Illinois Beef Association. The data were collected by using 

questionnaires which were sent to the owners of the companies. Then the data were 

analyzed by using structure equation modeling (SEM). The study showed that the 

developed model was a fit with the empirical data. Learning orientation directly affected 

market orientation, cost focus, and innovativeness. Entrepreneurship directly affected 

market orientation and innovativeness. Market Orientation directly affected 

innovativeness and overall performance. Innovativeness directly affected overall 

performance. Cost focus directly affected innovativeness, but not has directly affected 

overall performance. Learning orientation indirect affected organizational performance 

via innovativeness. Learning orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via market 

orientation. Finally, market orientation indirectly affected to overall performance via 

innovativeness. 

  Cláudio et al. (2010) studied the relationship of market orientation, 

learning orientation, innovation and organizational performance. The research 

methodology utilized quantitative research by using cross sectional surveying. The study 

sample consisted of two business types, which were 123 electricity industries and 170 

private education organizations. The data were collected by using questionnaires. The 

questionnaires were sent to the business owners via mail. The data were analyzed through 

structure equation modeling (SEM) and by using the LISREL program, version 8.3. The 

study showed that the developed model was a fit with the empirical data and had 50% 

reliability. Market orientation directly affected innovation in both industries. Learning 

orientation directly affected innovation in private education organizations. Learning 

orientation directly affected organizational performance in the electricity industry. 

Innovation directly affected organizational performance in both industries.  

  Engin and Omur (2012) studied the effect of market orientation, learning 

orientation and innovativeness with organizational performance. The objectives were to 

examine the relationship of these variables ad analyze the influence of these variables. 
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The study sample was 352 logistics organizations in Turkey. The data were collected from 

business owners and marketing managers. The data were analyzed utilizing structure 

equation modeling (SEM) and with the LISREL program, version 8.3. The study showed 

that the developed modeling (SEM) was a fit with the empirical data and had 80% 

reliability. Market orientation directly affected organizational performance. Market 

orientation directly affected learning orientation. Learning orientation directly affected 

innovativeness. Innovativeness directly affected organizational performance. Market 

orientation indirect affected organizational performance via innovativeness. Market 

orientation indirect affected organizational performance via learning orientation. Market 

orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via learning orientation and 

innovativeness. Market orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning 

orientation. Finally, learning orientation indirectly affected organizational performance 

via innovativeness. 

  Suliyanto and Rahab (2012) studied the role of market orientation and 

learning orientation that helped improve innovativeness and organizational performance 

of small and medium businesses. The objectives were to study the relationship of market 

orientation and learning orientation that affect the improvement of innovativeness and 

organizational performance. The research methodology utilized quantitative research 

through cross sectional surveying. The study sample was 150 small and medium sized 

businesses in Bayumas Regency in Indonesia. The data were collected by questionnaires 

and were sent to business owners and top management of the companies. The data were 

analyzed through structure equation modeling (SEM) with 72% reliability. Market 

orientation directly affected learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational 

performance. Learning orientation directly affected innovativeness and organizational 

performance. Innovativeness directly affected organizational performance. Market 

orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning orientation. Market orientation 

indirectly affected organizational performance via learning orientation and 

innovativeness. Learning orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via 

innovativeness. Market orientation indirectly effected innovativeness via learning 

orientation. 
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  Louis and Alice (2012) studied the relationship of learning orientation and 

organizational performance as main variables and the moderating effect was intervening 

variable. The objectives were to study the relationship between learning orientation and 

organizational performance, to study the relationship between learning orientation and the 

advantage in competition, and to study the result of intervening variables and the 

relationship between learning orientation and organizational performance. The study 

sample was 129 pure services and service-reliant. The data were collected from managers. 

The study showed that learning orientation had a positive relationship with organizational 

performance and advantage in competition. The advantage in competition was a positive 

intervening variable in the relationship between learning orientation and organizational 

performance. 

  2.4.3.2  The Relationship between Learning Orientation and Innovativeness 

  Zahid and Ali (2005) described that there was a very close relationship 

between learning orientation and innovativeness. The organization needed to provide 

knowledge to personnel in order to create innovation (Damanpur, 1991; Verona, 1999; 

Cahill, 1996 and Day, 1991). The uncertainty in technology, customers‟ demands and 

competitor's strategy had a relationship with innovation. These factors needed to be 

considered and encouraged to learn them in depth. 

  Calantone et al. (2002) described that most of the learning was from intra 

connection and the observation in innovation, uncertainty about customers‟ demands, 

technology and competitors (Cahill, 1996). The organization that emphasized learning 

orientation would have more creative innovation capability. Firstly, an organization 

needed to emphasize creating innovation by using new technology which would be a new 

market trend later on. Secondly, an organization had to understand new markets which 

originated from customers‟ demands. Hence, an organization needed to know and 

understand customers‟ demands (Damanpour, 1991 and Cahill, 1996). The important 

thing that needs to be understood is that an organization needs to have an accurate 

understanding and could apply to product strategy and shared vision. The new products 

showed the reduction of risks and errors for customers. (Urban and Hauser, 1993). 

Thirdly, an organization that emphasized learning orientation would have more 

innovativeness (Damanpour, 1991). The organization also needed to study competitors in 

the market (Gatigeon and Xuereb, 1997). It needed to understand the competitors 
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strengths and weaknesses and understand the success and failures of its competitors 

(Slater and Narver, 1994). All of these factors were the fundamentals of learning which 

could raise innovativeness. Engin and Omur (2012) also described that the important 

point in between the relationship of learning orientation and innovation was learning 

orientation would be fundamental to increasing   innovation.  

  The researchers who studied the relationship between learning orientation 

and innovativeness are as follows: 

  Zahid and Ali (2005) studied the relationship of learning orientation, 

innovativeness and organization. The study sample was the banks in Pakistan. The data 

were collected from bank personnel who consisted of staff and managers related to 

learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance topics. The number 

of banks was 171 with the response rate of 57%. The data were analyzed utilizing 

structure equation modeling (SEM). The study showed that learning orientation, 

innovativeness and organizational performance in banks in Pakistan had a statistically 

significant relationship. The commitment to learning had a positive relationship with 

respect to innovativeness and organizational performance. Shared vision had a positive 

relationship with innovativeness and organizational performance. Open mindedness had a 

positive relationship with innovativeness and organizational performance. Intra 

exchanging and sharing knowledge had a positive relationship with innovativeness and 

organizational performance. 

  Salim and Sulaiman (2011) studied the relationship between 

organizational innovation learning and organizational performance. The learning variable 

consisted of a commitment to learning, shared vision, and open mindedness. The 

innovation variable was innovativeness consisting of two variables, which were 

technology innovation such as product, service and process innovativeness, and 

management innovation such as organizational structure, management process and 

programs. The study sample was 320 small and medium sized ICT industries in Malaysia. 

The study showed that organizational learning positively affected innovation and 

innovation positively affected organizational performance.  

  Calantone et al. (2002) studied the relationship of learning orientation, 

innovativeness and organizational performance.  The learning orientation variable 

consisted of a commitment to learning, shared vision, open mindedness, and sharing 
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knowledge. The study sample was 187 of top management in product and service 

industries in the U.S., such as chemist, machinery, electronics, computer and data 

processing, engineering and management industries with the response rate of 46.75%. 

The study showed that learning orientation positively affected innovativeness and 

organizational performance. Innovativeness positively affected organizational 

performance.  

  Farrell (1999) studied the results of learning orientation that affected the 

connection of an organization and innovativeness, the results of market and technological 

turbulence that affected the learning orientation, and the formal organizational structure 

and centralized management that affected learning orientation. The study sample was 268 

large companies which were listed in the Dun and Bradstreet database in Australia. The 

response rate was 14.92%. The study showed that the connection of an organization and 

innovativeness positive affected learning orientation, while formal organizational 

structure and centralized management had no effect to learning orientation. 

  Ussahawanitchakit (2008) studied the impact of organizational learning to 

innovation orientation and organizational effectiveness. Learning orientation consisted of 

four elements, which were commitment to learning, shared vision, open mindedness, and 

sharing knowledge. The organizational effectiveness was the dependent variable and 

innovation orientation was the intervening variable. The study sample was 115 

accounting companies in Thailand. The data were collected from company managers with 

the response rate of 24.21%. The study showed that four elements of learning orientation 

positively affected innovation, but not to organizational effectiveness. 

  Choi (2012) studied the results of learning orientation and market 

orientation that affected innovation and studied the results of learning orientation that 

indirectly affected innovation via market orientation. The study sample was non-profit 

organizations in South Korea. The study showed that learning orientation and market 

orientation positively affected innovation and learning orientation indirectly affected 

innovation via market orientation. The study summarized that learning orientation and 

market orientation were important factors in creating new innovation. 
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2.4.3.3 The Relationship between Learning Orientation and Market 

Orientation 

  Baker and Sinkula (1999) described that learning orientation had a high 

level of relationship with market orientation, which controlled the marketing information 

process capability.  An organization that emphasized market orientation also emphasized 

learning. Day (1994) described that market orientation was the process after the 

organization had assessed the market. Day (1994) pointed out that learning was an 

important fundamental for market orientation. Lukas, Hult and Farrell (1996) described 

that an organization needed to emphasize learning because knowledge could direct the 

way an organization managed its resources. By doing this, an organization would be more 

effective and successful. In 2002, Whitwell and Lukas described that the causal 

relationship between market orientation and learning orientation was complicated. 

However, these two topics were accepted by managers. Whitwell and Lukas (2002) 

expressed that the two topics should be applied together. Greenman (2004) insisted that 

an organization needed to apply these two topics in order to learn and adapt itself to any 

opportunities or risks. It also led to the development of innovativeness and effective 

decision-making. Jaworski and Kohli (1996) studied the difference in cultural definitions 

of behavior in market orientation and learning orientation. The study insisted that market 

orientation and learning orientation were an organizational culture that could let 

organization gain initiative in the market. 

  The studies related to relationship between learning orientation and 

market orientation are as follows: 

  Micheels (2010) studied measurement, relationships, and implications of 

market orientation in production agriculture in Illinois. The study showed that the 

developed model was a fit with the empirical data. Learning orientation directly affected 

market orientation, cost focus and innovativeness. Entrepreneurship directly affected 

market orientation and innovativeness. Market Orientation directly affected 

innovativeness and overall performance. Innovativeness directly affected overall 

performance. Cost Focus directly affected innovativeness, but did not directly affect to 

overall performance. Learning orientation indirectly affected organizational performance 

via innovativeness. Learning orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via market 
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orientation. Finally, market orientation indirectly affected overall performance via 

innovativeness. 

  Suliyanto and Rahab (2012) studied the role of market orientation and 

learning orientation in improving innovativeness and organizational performance of small 

and medium sized businesses. The study showed that market orientation directly affected 

learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance. Learning orientation 

directly affected innovativeness and organizational performance. Innovativeness directly 

affected organizational performance, market orientation and indirectly affected 

innovativeness via learning orientation. Market orientation indirectly affected 

organizational performance via learning orientation and innovativeness. Learning 

orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via innovativeness. Market 

orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning orientation. 

  Santos-Vijande, Sanzo-Perez, Alvarez-Gonzalez and Vazquez-Casielles 

(2005) studied the relationship of learning orientation and market orientation that affected 

organizational performance. The study sample was 272 small and medium sized 

production industries in Spain. The data were collected from the companies‟ managers. 

The study showed that learning orientation in an organization encouraged the 

improvement of market orientation. Although, learning orientation did not affect 

organizational performance, learning orientation indirectly affected organizational 

performance via marker orientation and market orientation directly affected 

organizational performance.  

 The summary of the studies of the causal relationship between learning 

orientation and study‟s variables, which were market orientation, innovativeness and 

organizational performance, is shown in Table 2.6 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



72 
 

Table 2.6  The Summary of the Studies of Causal Relationship Between Learning  

Orientation and Variables. 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample 

 

 LO 

 Direct Effect 

LO  

Indirect effect 

PF 

Via 

INN 

Via 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 
MO INN PF INN MO 

1) Hurley and Hult 

(1998) 

Large organization of the 

central government 

(U.S.A.) 

56 (9,648 

employees) 

     

2) Farrell (1999) Large company 

(Australia) 

268      

3) Baker and Sinkula 

(1999a) 

Small and medium 

business (U.S.A.) 

411      

4) Baker and Sinkula 

(1999b) 

Small and medium 

business (U.S.A.) 

-      

5) Farrell and 

Oczkowski (2002) 

Production industry 

(Australia) 

486      

6) Calantone et al. 

(2002) 

Production and service 

industry (U.S.A.) 

187      

7) Hult, Hurley and 

Knight (2004) 

Medium and large 

business (U.S.A.) 

181      

8) Santos-Vijande et 

al. (2005) 

Medium and large 

production industry 

(Spain) 

272 
     

9) Zahid and Ali 

(2005) 

Bank 

 (Pakistan) 

171      

10) Ussahawanitchakit 

(2008) 

Accounting company 

(Thailand) 

115      

11) Wang et al. (2009)   Small, medium and large 

company (England) 

213 
     

12) Frank et al. (2010) Production and service 

industry (Australia) 

228      

 

 



73 
 

Table 2.6  (Continued) 

 

Researchers 

Study Sample 

 

 LO 

 Direct Effect 

LO  

Indirect effect 

PF 

Via 

INN 

Via 

Type of Organization 
Number of 

Organizations 
MO INN PF INN MO 

13) Felix et al. (2010) Hospital industry 227 
     

14) Micheels (2010) Beef producer company 

(Illinois, U.S.A.) 

347 
     

15) Cláudio et al. 

(2010) 

Electricity industry 

Private education 

organization 

123 

170 

     

16) Salim and 

Sulaiman (2011) 

SME  ICT (Malaysia) 320      

17) Choi (2012) Non-profit organization 

(South Korea) 

-      

18) Engin and Omur 

(2012) 

 Logistics company 

(Turkey) 

352      

19) Suliyanto and 

Rahab (2012) 

Small and medium 

business 

150      

20) Louis and Alice 

(2012) 

Pure service and service-

reliant 

129      

Total 5 15 9 4 2 

 

Note:  MO is Market Orientation, LO is Learning Orientation, INN is Innovativeness and  

 PF is Organizational Performance. 

 

2.5  Resource Based View (RBV) Theory 

 

 This dissertation is based on the resource based view (RBV) theory. This 

theory emphasizes internal organizational factors. Internal resources and 

organizational capability were fundamental in the process in gaining initiative in the 

market (Barney, 1991). 
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 Barney (1991) described that the organization that would like to gain 

advantage in competition could not only consider the competition context but also 

needed to consider types of resources, such as value, rarity, difficult to substitute and 

difficult to imitate. The resource based view was an in depth analysis of why 

organizations gain more profit (Dess, Lumpkin and Eisner 2007). Related with 

Wernerfelt (1984) described that existing resource indicated organizational 

performance level.  

 Dess et al. (2007) divided resources into different categories, as shown in 

Table 2.7 below. 

 

Table 2.7  The Resource Categories From Resource Based View. 

 

Type of Resource Details 

1)  Tangible Resources  Financial, such as cash, assets, capability to invest, 

ability to rent. 

 Physical, such as manufacturing, facility, location, 

machinery and equipment. 

 Technology, such as secret sale, production innovation, 

patents, intellectual property, brand. 

 Organization, such as an effective strategy planning 

process, good control system and evaluation system. 

2)  Intangible 

Resources 

 Human resources. 

 Experience and personal skills. 

 Trust. 

 Management skills. 

 Principle and execution scheme. 

 Innovation and creativity. 

 Scientific and technological skills. 
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Table 2.7  (Continued) 

 

Type of Resource Details 

3)  Organizational 

Capabilities 

 Organizational capability or the skills to change input to 

become output. 

 The ability to apply all resources to achieve the 

organization's goal. It includes the usage of a process to 

optimize the resources, such as maintaining customers, 

ability to improve products, new products and service 

innovation, and the ability to encourage personnel to 

work and the ability to keep skillful personnel.  

 

Source:  Dess et al., 2007. 

 

 Dess et al. (2007) and Fahy and Smithee (1999) divided resources that affected 

the gaining in initiative in competition into three types, as follows. 

 

2.5.1 Tangible Resources which were fixed and current assets, such as 

manufacturing, equipment, land, products, and cash deposits. Tangible resources were 

easy to determine. In 1991, Grant described that tangible resources could be seen and 

touched, so competitors could know and imitate those resources if they want to do so. 

For example, manufacturing and land resources could not be moved (geographically 

immobile), but it could be imitated or replaced.  

 

2.5.2 Intangible Resources included intellectual properties such as patented, 

brands and the reputation of the company, organizational networks, and data bases. 

 

2.5.3 The Organizational Capabilities were difficult to explain and often 

included in intangible resources. The main point of capability was the skills of 

individuals and teamwork, including the normal work of an organization, 

relationships and coordination (Grant, 1991), such as working as a team, 

organizational culture, and trust between managers and employees. The organizational 
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capabilities were not in the intangible resource category because it was difficult to 

transfer. The capabilities had some limitation in the short-term because it would take 

some time to learn and change but there was no limitation in the long-term 

(Wernerfelt, 1984). 

 Mills, Platts and Bourne (2003) summarized that good tangible and intangible 

resources and capabilities needed to add value to customers and be difficult to be 

imitated or replaced, and easy to be applied in the market. Penrose (1959) also looked 

at the connection between resources and capabilities and its impact on gaining a 

competitive advantage. He stated that there were three reasons for such a connection, 

which are outlined below. 

 Firstly, with the same resources, it depended on how an organization chose to 

use the given resources to gain initiative and profit (Penrose, 1959). 

 Secondly, an organization (especially the manager) needed to apply given 

resources to create opportunities, create new innovation and develop the organization. It 

was the duty of the manager to enhance the link between resources and organizational 

capabilities. Therefore, an organization could make innovation and a value economy 

(Penrose, 1959). 

 Thirdly, the mechanism of growth ratio and direction of the company was 

from management capability and technical talent. The lack of capabilities would also 

affect the growth ratio. Hence, all factors needed to be considered because they 

impacted the effectiveness and competition advantage ability (Penrose, 1959). 

 The study from Penrose (1959) had benefits in gaining competitive advantage 

knowledge. Penrose emphasized that maintaining the resources and organizational 

capabilities was paramount. The developed knowledge would let an organization gain 

advantage in competition by creating new innovation. 

 From the studies of the resource based view theory, market orientation, 

learning orientation and innovativeness were the combination of resources and 

capabilities of an organization. They were the main factors that drove an organization 

to develop products and services according to customers‟ demand. Therefore, they 

directly affected organizational performance (Hult, Hurley and Knight, 2004; 

Micheels, 2010; Engin and Omur, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012) then let 

organization gain advantage in competition (Wernerfelt, 1984 and Barney, 1991). 
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2.6  Conceptual Framework and the Research's Hypotheses 

 

 2.6.1  Conceptual Framework 

 The literature review and concepts focused on market orientation, learning 

orientation, innovativeness and organizational performance. The results of the review 

could be used as a causal model of market orientation and learning orientation 

effecting innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized industrial 

businesses. The details are as follows. 

 Endogenous Latent Variables 

1) Organizational performance consisted of two observed variables, which 

were overall performance and innovative performance. 

2) Innovativeness consisted of five observed variables, which were product 

innovativeness, market innovativeness, process innovativeness, behavioral 

innovativeness, and strategic innovativeness.  

 Exogenous Latent Variable 

1) Market orientation consisted of three variables, which were customer 

orientation, competitor orientation, and inter functional coordination. 

2) Learning orientation consisted of three variables, which were commitment 

to learning, a shared vision, and open mindedness.  

 The summary of this model is shown below in Figure 2.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.8  Conceptual Framework. 
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 2.6.2  Research Hypothesis 

 Direct relationship between variables 

 H1:  Market orientation directly affected innovativeness. 

 H2:  Market orientation directly affected organizational performance. 

 H3:  Market orientation directly affected learning orientation. 

 H4:  Learning orientation directly affected innovativeness. 

 H5:  Learning orientation directly affected organizational performance. 

 H6:  Learning orientation directly affected market orientation. 

H7:  Innovativeness directly affected organizational performance. 

   indirect relationship between variables 

 H8:  Market orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning orientation. 

H9:  Market orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via  

 innovativeness. 

 H10:  Learning orientation indirectly affected t innovativeness via market    

 orientation. 

H11: Learning orientation indirectly affected organizational performance via    

learning innovativeness. 



CHAPTER 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 The research methodology for the study was divided into two types. Firstly, 

the quantitative methodology consisted of the collection of data by using 

questionnaires in order to study causal relationship of market orientation, learning 

orientation that effected innovativeness and organizational performance of medium 

sized industry with empirical data. Secondly, qualitative methodology included in-

depth interviews with top management in order to study phenomenon and apply the 

obtained data to describe and confirm with quantitative results. The details are as 

follows. 

 3.1  Quantitative Research Methodology 

  3.1.1  Population and Sampling Procedure 

  3.1.2  Tools in the Quantitative Research 

  3.1.3  Data Collection of the Quantitative Research 

  3.1.4  Data Analysis of the Quantitative Research 

 3.2  Qualitative Research Methodology 

  3.2.1  Key Informants of the Qualitative Research 

  3.2.2  Tools in the Qualitative Research 

  3.2.3  Data Collection of the Qualitative Research 

  3.2.4  Data Analysis of the Qualitative Research 

 

3.1  Quantitative Research Methodology 

 

 The studies of organizational performance in small and medium sized industry 

were often done by using quantitative study with mass samples from many 

organizations. The studies were, in general, not specific to one particular organization  
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because the nature of small and medium sized industry was not so complicated 

compared to large industry (Niti Rattanaprichavej, 2010)  

 This dissertation adopted quantitative methodology as the main data collection 

method. Tools used included questionnaires that passed through many tests. The 

quantitative study was suitable for this dissertation‟ topic because the larger the 

number of organizations, the more reliable the analysis. The results of the study could 

be then generally applied to many medium sized industries. The data was analyzed by 

using causal relationship in order to understand the relationships and the direct and 

indirect effects of the variables. The details of the methodology are as follows: 

 

 3.1.1  Population and Sampling Procedure 

 The population and “how to” sampling procedure is described as follows: 

  3.1.1.1  Population 

  The survey population consisted of 749 organizations selected from the 

manufacturing industry that are legally registered with the Department of Industrial 

Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand. They were high potential industries in 

terms of products and customer demand. The five medium sized industries were the 

automotive manufacturing industry, the plastic manufacturing industry, the chemist 

manufacturing industry, the rubber manufacturing industry, and the fruits and 

vegetable processing industry. (Department of Industry Works, 2012). 

  3.1.1.2  Study Sample 

  The study samples were from multi-stage sampling and the unit of analysis 

was the organization level. There were 364 organizations which are described below. 

  Step 1:  Checking Conditions. The number of samples was important, 

as a sufficient number of samples would let the results be more reliable. There were 

minimum number of samples that were used in the analysis by using the structure 

equation model in accordance with Bollen (1989 quoted in Nonglak Wiratchai. 1999). 

He suggested that the amount of samples should be considered along with the number 

of parameters. Hence, the amount of samples would be proportional to the numbers of 

parameters. Lindeman, Merenda and Gold (1980), and Weiss, (1972 quoted in 

Nonglak Wiratchai 1999) suggested that the ratio between the number of samples and 



81 
 

parameters should be 20 to 1. Therefore, since this study used 13 parameters, the 

number of samples was 260 organizations. 

  Step 2:  Sample size calculation formulas from Yamane (1970 quoted 

in Thanin Silpcharu, 2005) 

n )1( 2Ne

N

  

   When  n= the number of samples 

    N = the population 

    E = Acceptable Errors 

 

  The population was 794 medium sized industries with the acceptable 

errors of five percent. The calculation showed that a minimum number of 260 

organizations were enough to use as samples. In reality, the data were collected from 

questionnaires which were mailed to companies. In the case of low a response rate, 

the actual sample would be reduced. Therefore, in this study a 40 percent response 

rate was estimated in order to cover a sufficient sample; the calculation was 260 + 

(260x0.4) = 364 organizations (Kanlaya Vanichbuncha, 2006). 

  Step 3: Select Samples. This study selected the manufacturing industry 

that is legally registered with the Department of Industrial Works, the Ministry of 

Industry Thailand. The manufacturing industry categorization was done by the Office of 

Small and Medium Enterprises Promotion (OSMEP), as shown in Table 3.1 below. 

 

Table 3.1  The Size of Enterprises. 

 

Size Type Fixed Assets Number of employees 

Small Manufacturing Less than 50 million baht Less than 50 people 

Medium Manufacturing 50 -200 million baht 50-200 people 

Large Manufacturing More than 200 million baht More than 200 people 

 

Source:  Office of Small and Medium Enterprises Promotion. 
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 This table shows that the criteria of categorizing the size of manufacturing 

businesses in Thailand were established by considering fixed assets and the numbers 

of employees.  

 This dissertation studied medium sized industry because small industry always 

had obstacles, such as a lack of technology, lack of budget monies for research and 

development, the inability of obtaining investors, less development in innovativeness, 

insufficient personnel, and the most important thing is they still consist of family type 

businesses. Therefore, more likely than not, most businesses of this type cannot sustain 

themselves in the market. Moreover, medium industry has more advantages over large 

industry, such as faster establishment, flexibility, and the ability to serve niche markets 

(Office of Small and Medium Enterprises Promotion, 2002). Moreover, it reduced the 

differential errors of the differences in culture of small, medium and large industry.  

  Step 4: Stratified Random Sampling. The random selection of 

industries was done by dividing the industries into their own categories and then 

randomly picking the samples follow proportion of population number, as shown in 

Table 3.2 below. 

 

Table 3.2  The Number of Samples in Each Type of Manufacturing Industry. 

 

The manufacturing industry type 
Population 

(Number) 

Proportion 

(%) 

Samples 

(Number) 

The automotive manufacturing industry 195 26.0 95 

The plastic manufacturing industry 246 32.8 120 

The chemist manufacturing industry 156 20.8 76 

The rubber manufacturing industry 81 10.8 39 

The fruits and vegetable processing industry 71 9.5 35 

Total 749 100.0 364 

 

Source:  The Department of Industrial Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand 2012 

 

  Step 5:  The Selection of an Organizational Representative. The unit of 

analysis was the organization level; therefore, the data had to be collected from top 
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management representatives of the organization, such as Managing Director, Chief 

Finance Officer (CFO), Chief Marketing Officer (CMO), Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) or General Manager. The reasons were that the managers had planned and 

produced organization‟s policies. He/she managed resources and also was involved 

indecision-making. The manager ensured that all process and personnel work 

properly. According to the study by Maria, Jose and Enrique (2009), top management 

personnel played an important role in an organization. Most organizations would let 

top management personnel answer questionnaires (Brooksbank, Kirby and Wright, 

1992 and Pelham and Wilson, 1996).  

 This study, as outlined in section 3.1.1 Population and Sampling Procedure, 

showed the samples were the manufacturing industry that are legally registered with 

the Department of Industrial Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand. There were 

364 organizations within five medium sized industries, included in which are 95 

organizations in the automotive manufacturing industry, 120 organizations of the 

plastic manufacturing industry, 76 organizations of the chemist manufacturing 

industry, 39 organizations of the rubber manufacturing industry and 35 organizations 

of the fruit and vegetable processing industry. 

 

 3.1.2  Tools in the Quantitative Research 

 This dissertation used questionnaires as a tool to collect data. The details could 

be described in two steps which were (1) the details of questionnaires and (2) the 

development of the questionnaires. 

  3.1.2.1  The Detail of the Questionnaires 

  There were six parts in the questionnaire that needed to be filled in.  

These six parts are described below. 

  Part 1:  Personal details of company‟s representative which included sex, 

age, education, the period of time working for company and their present administrative 

position. Close-ended questions were used, where only one choice could be selected. 

  Part 2:  Company‟s details consisted of several check lists which included 

type of business, fixed assets, number of employees and Timing of the company in the 

business. It used a close-ended questions and only one answer needed to be selected. 
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  Part 3:  There were 15 questions about market orientation to measure 

three variables. This consisted of six questions about customer orientation, four 

questions about competitors orientation, and five questions about inter functional 

coordination. Each question provided 6 levels of Likert Scale. All questions were 

suitable for interval scale measurement. 

  Part 4:  There were 12 questions about learning orientation to measure 

three variables. This consisted of four questions about commitment to learn, four 

questions about shared vision, and four questions about open mindedness. Each 

question provided 6 levels of Likert Scale. All questions were suitable for interval 

scale measurement. 

  Part 5:  There were 20 questions about innovativeness to measure five 

variables. These questions consisted of four questions about product innovativeness, 

four questions about market innovativeness, four questions about process 

innovativeness, four questions about behavioral innovativeness, and four questions 

about strategic innovativeness. Each question provided 6 levels of Likert Scale. All 

questions were suitable for interval scale measurement. 

  Part 6:  There were 14 questions about organizational performance to 

measure two variables. These questions consisted of seven questions about overall 

performance and seven questions about innovation performance. Each question provided 

6 levels of Likert Scale. All questions were suitable for interval scale measurement. 

  Part three to part six of the questionnaires were in Likert Scale. All 

questions were suitable for interval scale measurement. The criteria of marks are 

described in Table 3.3 below. 

 

Table 3.3  Criteria of Marks of Items. 

 

Opinion Level 
Criteria 

Positive Question Negative Question 

Agreemost 6 1 

Agreemore 5 2 

Agreequite 4 3 

Agreeless 3 4 

Agreelesser 2 5 

Agreeleast 1 6 
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  3.1.2.2  The Development of Questionnaires 

  There were six steps in the development of the questionnaires which 

were assigning variables operational definition and quality checking. 

  Step 1:  The studying of theories, concepts and research works related 

to market orientation, learning orientation, innovativeness and organizational 

performance in order to understand the true meaning of the variables and the 

relationship among them, then establishing the research framework. 

  Step 2:  Giving each variable definitions according to literature review 

in order to set the same understanding and easy to produce questions. Each response 

person would have the same understanding of the question. The definitions are shown 

in Table 3.4 below. 

 

Table 3.4  Operational Definitions of Variables. 

 

Variable 
Observed Variable 

(Elements) 
Operational Definitions 

Level of 

Measurement 

Endogenous Variables 
1)  Organizational Performance The combination of overall performance and 

innovative performance (Jaworski and Kohli, 

1993; Micheels, 2010 and Gunday et al., 2011) 

 

 Overall Performance The satisfaction of overall performance compared 

to market competitors in the previous year, 

profits, the product and marketing costs and 

return ratio, and price of final product compared 

to competitors 

- Interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Innovation 

Performance 

The effective introduction of new products and 

services, products launched faster than 

competitors, using innovation in most processes, 

ability to adopt new systematic and management 

when needed, including all new projects or new 

inventions. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

2)  Innovativeness The ability to improve strategy. Improved 

strategy can invent and change production, 

marketing, processing and behavior (Wang and 

Ahmed, 2004). 
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Table 3.4  (Continued) 

 

Variable 
Observed Variable 

(Elements) 
Operational Definitions 

Level of 

Measurement 

 Product Innovativeness The introduction of new products and services 

which are more advanced than competitors and 

sometimes are the first product in the market. 

Moreover, an organization can introduce benefits 

of new products and services to customers. And 

the organization has a higher successful 

launching ratio in new products than competitors. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Market Innovativeness The use of a new marketing campaign which is 

more effective than competitors to seduce 

customers. Products and services are changed in a 

better way. An organization is able to use new 

technology to advertise new products and services 

as good as its competitors. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Process Innovativeness It is the continual improvement and management 

of all process in business. The problems and 

issues can be solved by using new solutions. 

Finally, it  shortens the process so it can produce 

faster products. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Behavioral 

Innovativeness 

The encouragement of thinking creatively to all 

level of personnel, listen and accept others‟ 

opinions, and seeking to do things differently and 

effectively. The manager also needs to encourage 

personnel to try new ways of working.  

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Strategic 

Innovativeness 

Research and develop in resources so new 

products and services can be created. The 

manager also adopts a new way of “how to” to 

tackle the problems and also put the right man in 

the right job. The manager should have a vision 

of how to apply new methods. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 
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Table 3.4  (Continued) 

 

Variable 
Observed Variable 

(Elements) 
Operational Definitions 

Level of 

Measurement 

Exogenous Variables 

3)  Market Orientation Strategies that emphasize customers and market 

needs. It effectively satisfies customers through 

customer orientation, competitor orientation and 

inter functional coordination (Narver and Slater, 

1990) 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Customer Orientation The activities of an organization, especially on 

satisfying customers' demand, by utilizing value-

added strategy to gain initiative. It has 

systematical customer feedback assessment and 

effective after sales service. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Competitor Orientation The strategy that analyze competitor‟s strength 

and weakness and adapt strategy against 

competitors' weakness. Sale personnel lead in 

competition and define target group for the 

organization. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Inter Functional 

Coordination 

The sharing of resources among departments 

inside an organization to satisfy its target market. 

This includes the sharing of customers' 

information inside an organization, keeping in 

touch with recent customers and expected future 

customers, and sharing products and services 

information with suppliers. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

4)  Learning Orientation Organization willingness and “know how” to be a 

learning organization. The organization's vision of 

learning needs to be precise and encourage all 

personnel to improve their knowledge, shared 

vision, and accept others‟ opinions (Baker and 

Sinkula, 1999a; 1999b) 

 

 Commitment to Learn An environment that everyone knows that 

learning is important and willingness to learn and 

invest in learning. 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 
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Table 3.4  (Continued) 

 

Variable 
Observed Variable 

(Elements) 
Operational Definitions 

Level of 

Measurement 

 Shared Vision To let personnel understand the organization‟s 

vision and let personnel have their own vision in 

accordance with the organization's vision. 

Therefore, all personnel “are in”. They  are 

planning, sharing and driving the organization in 

the same direction 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 Open Mindedness The customer's opinion acceptance. All personnel 

should utilize a customer's opinion as a key word to 

improve themselves. Organization continually 

improves quality of products and services based on 

customer's needs 

- interval scale  

variable 

- Subjective  

data 

 

  Step 3:  Creating questions along the line with operational definition. 

There were several studies that have already studied similar areas to this thesis. This 

dissertation adopted some of the questions from those studies. Some of them were 

written in English, some of them were written in Thai. English questions were 

translated into Thai. There were some errors in translating the language, such as there 

was so such a word in another language and the cultural-related context (Brislin, 

2000). To reduce such errors, Matsumoto and Juang (2004) suggested that there was a 

need to do back translation. There were several steps to do so. 

   1)  Collecting data  

   2)  Translators by native speaker or language instructor 

   3)  Back translation 

   4)  Comparing the original and back translated version by the 

subject matter expert 

  The similarity of original and the back translated version confirmed 

that the questions would provide the same intention of the researcher. Then the 

questions would be modified to fit with study‟s context and approved by thesis 

supervisor. 
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  Checking quality of questionnaires 

  Step 4:  Content Validity Test. Approved draft questionnaires were sent 

to five subject matter experts to consider content validity. The consideration included 

the connection of the Index of Congruence (IOC) in operational definition, the area that 

questions covered the meaning of the question, accuracy of language and other points. 

The results of the Index of Congruence are as follows: 

  1  referred to the relation in the questions and operational definition 

  0  referred to the unsureness of the relation 

  -1 referred to there was no relation in the questions and operational 

definition 

 

  The criteria used in the selection of the subject matter expert are 

described below. 

1) Two persons who were either lecturers or researchers who 

were involved in measurement and evaluation education with experience in lectures 

and research using the LISREL model of more than three years. 

2) One person who was either a lecturer or researcher who was 

involved in strategic management with experience in lectures and research of more 

than three years. 

3) One person who was either a lecturer or researcher who 

involved in organizational innovation with experience in lectures and research of 

more than three years. 

4) One person who was a lecturer or researcher who was 

involved in organizational performance with experience in lectures and research of 

more than three years. 

  After the questions had been checked, the questions that had an IOC 

more than 0.50 would be selected in accordance with Sirichai Kanjanawase (2001). 

The others would be revised questions under the suggestion of a subject matter expert. 

  The results showed that all the questions in this dissertation‟s 

questionnaires had an Index of Congruence (IOC) between 0.60 to 1.00. The details 

are shown in Table 3.5 below. 
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Table 3.5  Revised Questions. 

 

Variables Original Revised 

Market orientation 

No. 8 We respond to competitive actions 

that threaten us. 

Our company changed the strategy 

when there is a threat. 

No. 14 All of our managers understand 

how everyone in our company can 

contribute to creating customer 

value. 

Everybody in company understands 

how everyone in our company can 

contribute to creating customer 

value. 

Learning Orientation 

No. 1 Managers basically agree that our 

business unit‟s ability to learn is the 

key to our competitive advantage. 

All managers agreed that learning 

capability of all employees is the 

key to establishing the capability 

to gain advantage in competition. 

No. 8 There is a commonality of purpose 

in my organization. 

We all understand the company 

goals and are ready to commit. 

 

 The questions that had been approved from subject matter expert consisted of 

five questions about personal details, four questions about company‟s details, 15 

questions about market orientation, 12 questions about learning orientation, 20 

questions about innovativeness, and 14 questions about organizational performance. 

The details are described in Table 3.6 below. 
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Table 3.6  The Question Summary. 

 

Variables Part 
Question 

No. 

Number of 

Questions 

Personal Details 1 1-4 5 

1.  Sex 

2.  Age 

3.  Level of education 

4.  The period of time working for company 

5.  Present administrative position 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Company’s Details 2 1-4 4 

1.  Manufacturing Industry Type 

2.  Fixed Assets 

3.  Number of Employees 

4.  Amount of time of the company in the business 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Market Orientation 3 1-15 15 

1.  Customer Orientation 

2.  Competitor Orientation 

3.  Inter Functional Coordination 

 1-6 

7-10 

11-15 

6 

4 

5 

Learning Orientation 4 1-12 12 

1.  Commitment to Learn 

2.  Shared Vision 

3.  Open Mindedness 

 1-4 

5-8 

9-12 

4 

4 

4 

Innovativeness 5 1-20 20 

1.  Product Innovativeness 

2.  Market Innovativeness 

3.  Process Innovativeness 

4.  Behavioral Innovativeness 

5.  Strategic Innovativeness 

 1-4 

5-8 

9-12 

13-16 

17-20 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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Table 3.6  (Continued) 

 

Variables Part 
Question 

No. 

Number of 

Questions 

Organizational Performance 6 1-14 14 

1. Overall Performance 

2. Innovation Performance 

 1-7 

8-14 

7 

7 

 

  Step 5:  Reliability Test. The questions that had been improved were 

then sent to 30 organizations of medium sized industry which were registered with the 

Department of Industrial Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand. The 

questionnaires were sent to the companies for trying out and the 30 organizations 

were not included in 346 organizations of the study sample. The results of this survey 

were analyzed for reliability by determining Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient. The 

reliability of questions would have a coefficient of more than 0.70 (Cronbach, 1990 

quoted in Nonglak Wiratchai 1999). 

  The result showed that Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient of the 

questionnaire was 0.897 to 0.919 and the reliability of total variables was 0.907. The 

coefficient confirmed that the questions were reliable and suitable to use as a tool to 

collect data in research. The details are set forth in Table 3.7 below. 

 

Table 3.7  The Results of Reliability Test. 

 

Variables Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

Organizational Performance  
Overall Performance 0.919 

Innovation Performance 0.901 
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Table 3.7  (Continued) 

 

Variables Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

Innovativeness  

Product Innovativeness 0.909 

Market Innovativeness 0.901 

Process Innovativeness 0.903 

Behavioral Innovativeness 0.902 

Strategic Innovativeness 0.901 

Market Orientation  

Customer Orientation 0.903 

Competitor Orientation 0.901 

Inter Functional Coordination 0.897 

Learning Orientation  

Commitment to Learn 0.906 

Shared Vision 0.901 

Open Mindedness 0.901 

Reliability of total variables 0.907 

 

  The questions were fixed and revised again; then they would be used 

for data collection. 

  Step 6:  Construct Validity Test 

  The construct validity test was conducted by analyzing the data from 

265 study samples, which were medium sized industry. The construct validity was 

confirmed by using confirmatory factor analysis through the LISREL program. The 

details of each variable are as follows: 

  1)  Construct Validity of Organizational Performance 

  The measurement model of organizational performance consisted of 

two observed variables (indicator), which were overall performance and innovation 

performance. 
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  Results of the confirmatory factor analysis of organizational 

performance showed that the measurement model fit to the empirical data at a 

significant level of .01(t>2.58). As Indicated by The Chi-Square (
2
) was 1.020 , p-

value was 0.892 and degree of freedom (df) was 1.The value of Goodness of Fit Index 

(GFI) was 0.995 , Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was 0.987 and Root Mean 

Squared Residual (RMR) was 0.001 

  The considerations of standardized solution value (B) of the observed 

variables of organizational performance showed that the overall standardized solution 

value were positive with the number of 0.81  and 0.71  in overall performance and 

innovation performance respectively and significance level of .01in each the observe 

variables. The larger standardized solution value was from overall performance with 

0.81  and the lower was from innovation performance with 0.71. The squared multiple 

correlations value (R
2
) for the observed variables of organizational performance 

were66% and 55%, respectively  

  Therefore, the measurement model confirmed the relationship between 

the indicator and corresponding organizational performance variable, as shown in 

Table 3.8 and Figure 3.1 below. 

 

Table 3.8  The Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Performance. 

 

Variables 
Factor Score 

(R
2
) 

b SE B t 

Overall Performance 0.430 0.040 0.81 9.241** 0.66 

Innovation Performance 0.363 0.045 0.71 8.133** 0.51 


2
 = 1.020, df = 1, p = 0.892, GFI = 0.995, AGFI = 0.987, RMR = 0.001 

 

Note:  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) t>1.96 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) t>2.58 
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Chi-Square=1.020, df=1, P-value=0.892, RMSEA=0.015 

 

Figure 3.1  The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Performance. 

 

  2)  Construct Validity of Innovativeness 

  The measurement model of innovativeness consisted of five observed 

variables (indicators) which were product innovativeness, market innovativeness, 

process innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness and strategic innovativeness. 

  The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of innovativeness 

showed that the measurement model was a fit to the empirical data at a significant 

level of .01(t>2.58).As Indicated by The Chi-Square (
2
) was 6.920, p-value was 

0.227 and degree of freedom (df) was 5. The value of Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 

was 0.990, the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was 0.969 and the Root Mean 

Squared Residual (RMR) was 0.006. 

  The considerations of standardized solution value (B) of the observed 

variables of innovativeness showed that the overall standardized solution value were 

positive with numbers between 0.67 to 0.84 and significance level of .01in each of the 

observed variables. The observed variables were ranked in largest to lowest weight as 

process innovativeness, market innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness, product 

innovativeness and strategic innovativeness with the numbers of 0.84, 0.75, 0.71, 

0.69, and 0.67, respectively. The squared multiple correlations value(R
2
)for the 

observed variables of innovativeness were 70%, 57%, 51%, 48%, and 46%, 

respectively. 

  Therefore, the measurement model confirmed the relationship between 

the indicator and corresponding innovativeness variable, as shown in Table 3.9 and 

Figure 3.2 below. 
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Table 3.9  The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Innovativeness. 

 

Variables 
Factor Score 

(R
2
) 

b SE B t 

Product Innovativeness 0.373 0.031 0.69 12.008** 0.48 

Market Innovativeness 0.439 0.032 0.75 13.567** 0.57 

Process Innovativeness 0.464 0.030 0.84 15.670** 0.70 

Behavioral Innovativeness 0.437 0.035 0.71 12.567** 0.51 

Strategic Innovativeness 0.349 0.030 0.67 11.661** 0.46 


2
 = 6.920, df = 5, p = 0.227, GFI = 0.990, AGFI = 0.969, RMR = 0.006 

 

Note:  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) t>1.96 

 ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) t>2.58 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square=6.92, df=5, P-value=0.227, RMSEA=0.038 

 

 

Figure 3.2  The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Innovativeness 

 

  3)  Construct Validity of Market Orientation 

  The measurement model of market orientation consisted of three 

observed variables (indicator) which were customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and inter functional coordination. 
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  The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of market orientation 

showed that the measurement model was a fit to the empirical data at significant level 

of .01(t>2.58). As Indicated by The Chi-Square (
2
) was 1.493, p-value was 0.222 

and the degree of freedom (df) was 1. The value of Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) was 

0.996, Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was 0.978 and Root Mean Squared 

Residual (RMR) was 0.011. 

  The considerations of standardized solution value (B) of the observed 

variables of market orientation showed that the overall standardized solution value 

were positive with the number of 0.74 to 0.81 and significance level of .01in each the 

observe variables. The variables were ranked in larger to lower weight as competitor 

orientation, customer orientation and inter functional coordination with the value of 

numbers 0.81, 0.78, and 0.74, respectively. The squared multiple correlations value 

(R
2
) for the observed variables of market orientation were 66%, 61%, and 55%, 

respectively. 

  Therefore, the measurement model confirmed the relationship between 

the indicator and corresponding market orientation variable as shown in Table 3.10 

and Figure 3.3. 

 

Table 3.10  The Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Market Orientation 

 

Variables 
Factor Score 

(R
2
) 

b SE B t 

Customer orientation 0.340 0.025 0.78 14.125** 0.61 

Competitor orientation 0.360 0.025 0.81 14.584** 0.66 

Inter Functional 

Coordination 
0.330 0.025 0.74 13.315** 0.55 


2
 = 1.493, df = 1, p = 0.222, GFI = 0.996, AGFI = 0.978, RMR = 0.011 

 

Note:  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) t>1.96 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) t>2.58 
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Chi-Square=1.49, df=1, P-value=0.222, RMSEA=0.043 

 

Figure 3.3  The Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Market Orientation 

 

  4)  Construct Validity of Learning Orientation 

  The measurement model of learning orientation consisted of three 

observed variables (indicator) which were commitment to learning, shared vision and 

open mindedness. 

  The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of learning orientation 

showed that the measurement model was a fit to the empirical data at a significant 

level of .01(t>2.58). As Indicated by The Chi-Square (
2
) was 1.551, p-value 

was0.213 and the degree of freedom (df) was 1. The value of Goodness of Fit Index 

(GFI) was 0.996, the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was 0.977, and the Root 

Mean Squared Residual (RMR) was 0.016 

  The considerations of standardized solution value (B) of the observed 

variables of learning orientation showed that the overall weighting was positive, with 

the numbers of 0.61 to 0.88 and a significance level of .01in each variable. The 

variables were ranked from largest to lowest weight as shared vision, open 

mindedness and commitment to learning with the numbers of 0.88, 0.63, and 0.61, 

respectively. The squared multiple correlations value(R
2
)for the observed variables of 

learning orientation were 78%, 40%, and 37%, respectively  

  Therefore, the measurement model confirmed the relationship between 

the indicator and corresponding learning orientation variable, as shown in Table 3.11 

and Figure 3.4 below. 
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Table 3.11  The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Learning Orientation. 

 

Variables 
Factor Score 

(R
2
) 

b SE B t 

Commitment to learning 0.340 0.037 0.61 10.005** 0.37 

Shared vision 0.449 0.036 0.88 12.611** 0.78 

Open mindedness 0.367 0.037 0.63 10.022** 0.40 


2
 = 1.551, df = 1, p = 0.213, GFI = 0.996, AGFI = 0.977, RMR = 0.016 

 

Note:  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) t>1.96 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) t>2.58 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square=1.51, df=1, P-value=0.220, RMSEA=0.044 

 

Figure 3.4  The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Learning Orientation 

 

 3.1.3  Data Collection of Quantitative Research 

 The data were collected via mail from 01 April 2014 to 31 May 2014. There 

were three steps in collecting the data, in accordance with Dillman (2000), which 

related to the Social Change Theory. The details are of the data collection are as 

follows: 

 Step 1:  Sending questionnaires 

  1)  Firstly, it was to necessary find out the company information, such 

as address and policies about research about their company, by contacting Ministry of 

Industry. Then the pre-notifications were sent to those companies which were 

registered with the Department of Industrial Works. The pre-notification described the 
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importance and value of this study to each of the company owners. The pre-

notification explained that all of the details of answers to the questionnaires would be 

kept secret, for government use only. 

  2)  The names of companies were obtained at the completion of Step 1. 

A letter from the Graduate School of Public Administration of National Institution of 

Development Administration (NIDA) was sent to target companies. The context of 

the letter described the importance and value of this study and that the data would be 

kept secret, for government use only, and the presentation of the study would present 

the results as a whole. The keying mail questionnaires with code were attached with 

the questionnaires in order to track and follow up on the questionnaires. The cover 

letter, which included the personal details of the researcher, was attached with the 

questionnaires. The questionnaires also provided a return stamp for each of the 

companies.  

  3)  The due date also was attached with questionnaires. 

 Step 2:  First follow up 

 The first follow up occurred when there was no response from companies after 

three weeks. The researcher called the company to request a response and that they 

would like to take the filled in questionnaires by his/her own. 

 Step 3:  Second Follow up 

 The second follow up occurred when there was no response from companies 

after the first follow up. The company would be offered some information, such as 

information about the comparison of its business to the overall market. The researcher 

called the company to request a response and reiterated he would like to take the filled 

in questionnaires by his/her own. 

 (Note: To increase the response rate and convenience to fill in the form, the researcher also 

established an online questionnaire for those who found this method to be more convenient.) 

 Step 4:  Send more questionnaires 

 After completing step one and step two, if there was still no response from the 

companies, the questionnaires would be sent to other companies apart from the 

original study sample in order to increase the response rate. 
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 In summary, 265 questionnaires were returned, which was 72.80 percent of the 

total study sample number. The response rates are shown in Table 3.12 below. The 

missing data were compromised by using a series mean of those variables and 

analyzed by the SPSS program for Windows. 

 

Table 3.12  The Number of Samples and Response Rate for Each Industry Type 

 

The manufacturing industry type 
Number of 

Samples 

Number of 

Responses 

Response 

percentages 

The automotive manufacturing industry 95 66 69.47 

The plastic manufacturing industry 120 87 72.50 

The chemist manufacturing industry 76 55 72.37 

The rubber manufacturing industry 39 27 69.23 

The fruits and vegetable processing 

industry 

35 30 85.71 

Total 364 265 72.80 

  

 Table 3.12 shows that the highest response rate was from the fruit and 

vegetable processing industry. Lower response rates were the plastic manufacturing 

industry, the chemist manufacturing industry, the automotive manufacturing industry, 

and the rubber manufacturing industry, respectively. 

 

 3.1.4  Data Analysis of Quantitative Research 

 The concepts of data analysis from the empirical data and statistical data are 

outlined below. 

 Section 1:  The basic statistical analysis of variables in the research 

  3.1.4.1  There was the analysis of basic information of the samples in 

order to understand the company‟s characteristics. The statistical values  involved 

frequency and percentages. The analysis was done by using the SPSS program for 

Windows. 

  3.1.4.2  There were the analysis of basic statistical values of observed 

variables of organizational performance, innovativeness, market orientation and 
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learning orientation in order to understand the distribution and variation of each 

variable. The statistical values consisted of mean ( ), standard deviation, skewness, 

kurtosis, and coefficient of variation by using the SPSS program for Windows. 

  The normal distribution was SK=0. When SK>0 (SK was a positive 

number) the graph would be right skewed, which meant that data density was on the 

lower value. When SK<0 (SK was a negative number) the graph would be left 

skewed, which meant that data density was on the higher value. If the normal 

distribution curve was KU=0, then the distribution was the mesokurtic type, which 

meant that it was a medium frequency distribution. When KU>0 (KU was a positive 

number) then the distribution was the leptokurtic type, which meant that it was a high 

frequency distribution. When KU<0 (KU was a negative number) then the 

distribution was the platykurtic type, which meant that it was a low frequency 

distribution (Sirichai Kanjanawase, 2002). 

 Section 2:  The analysis of data to satisfy the research‟s objectives 

 The analysis for the first objective, which was the study innovativeness levels 

and organizational performance levels of medium sized industrial businesses, is 

detailed below. 

 There were the analysis of basic statistical value of innovativeness levels and 

organizational performance levels in order to understand the distribution and variation 

of each variable. The statistical values consisted of mean ( ) and standard deviation 

by using the SPSS program for Windows. 

  The consideration criteria were established by the researcher to level the 

values as shown below. 

 1.00 – 1.83 Level Lowest 

 1.84 – 2.67 Level Quite Low 

 2.68 – 3.50 Level Low 

 3.51 – 4.33 Level High 

 4.34 – 5.16 Level Quite High 

 5.17 – 6.00 Level Highest 

 

 The analysis for the second objective, which was the study of the relationship 

of market orientation and learning orientation and their effectiveness on 



103 
 

innovativeness and the organizational performance of medium sized industrial 

businesses, is provided below. 

 The analysis was using by the consideration of Pearson‟s product moment 

correlation coefficient in order to understand the relationship among variables which 

is a linear or nonlinear relationship, the portion and trend of relationships between 

variables. The relationship number should not be more than 0.80. If it exceeds 0.80, 

the researcher should consider cutting or merging some of duplicated variables. The 

analysis used the SPSS program for Windows. 

 The consideration criteria of the relationships between any two variables were 

done by considering the coefficient of correlation value according to the study of 

Puangrat Thaveerat (2000), as shown in Table 3.13 

 

Table 3.13  Coefficient of Correlation and Level of Relationship. 

 

Coefficient of Correlation (r) Level of Relationship 

r > 0.800 Quite High 

0.600 < 0.800 High 

0.400 < 0.600 Medium 

0.200 < 0.400  Low 

r < 0.200 Quite Low 

 

 The analysis for the third objective, which was to develop and examine the 

benefits that arise from a fit of a causal model of market orientation and learning 

orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized 

industrial businesses, to the empirical data. 

 The examination of the fitted relation of the hypothesis model and empirical 

data was done by using the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with LISREL 

program for Windows, version 8.52. 
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3.2  Qualitative Research Methodology 

 

 The qualitative research was very important for this thesis. The quantitative 

data could only provide the pattern and the level of relationships of variables, and the 

results might vary due to particular circumstances. The results of qualitative data 

analysis help in explaining the phenomenon of the result. It enhances the concepts and 

conclusion of the results (Niti Rattanaprichavej, 2010). In this thesis, the main effort 

was quantitative research which was supported by qualitative research. The rationales 

of the results are elaborated. The details of qualitative research are as follows: 

 

 3.2.1  The Key Informants of the Qualitative Research 

 The key informants in the qualitative research were top management level of 

five different industries, such as Managing director, Chief Finance Officer (CFO), 

Chief Marketing Officer (CMO), Chief executive Officer (CEO) or General 

Manager.. The five industries included the automotive manufacturing industry, the 

plastic manufacturing industry, the chemist manufacturing industry, the rubber 

manufacturing industry and the fruits and vegetable processing industry. The criteria 

used for selecting the companies in each category were one of top managers for each 

industry type who the willing to answer the questions. And selecting the company in 

each category which has the levels of innovativeness and organizational performance 

were high level from quantitative research.  

 

 3.2.2  Tools in the Qualitative Research 

 The semi-structured interview was adopted to collect the information. The 

structure of questions was adapted from the quantitative research in level of 

innovativeness and organizational performance. The objectives of the interviews were 

to find out the real meaning of manager‟s opinions related to the planning, policies, 

applications and human resource and organization development. There were four 

main topics for the interview, which were market orientation, learning orientation, 

innovativeness and organizational performance.  
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 3.2.3  Data Collection of the Qualitative Research 

 The information of qualitative data was mainly from in-depth interviews with 

top management of the company. The information would help describe the causal 

relationship and the direct and indirect effects of the variables. It was interview due to 

the time constraint of managers. Some managers were available for the interview by 

the phone only. The interviews on the phone took approximately 30 to 60 minutes and 

the conversation was recorded.  

 

 3.2.4  Data Analysis of the Qualitative Research 

 Once the interviews were completed, the recorded conversation was written 

down and organized into categories. The translation of conversations was then 

completed and inductive reasoning was concluded. 

 



CHAPTER 4 

 

RESEARCH RESULTS 

 

 The results of the data analysis are presented into two parts, as follows. 

4.1  The result of quantitative research to satisfy the research‟s objectives. 

4.1.1  The data analysis result of innovativeness levels and organizational 

performance levels of medium sized industrial businesses. 

4.1.2  The data analysis results of the relationship of market orientation 

and learning orientation and their effectiveness on innovativeness 

and organizational performance of medium sized industrial 

businesses. 

4.1.3  The data analysis results of examine the goodness of fit of causal 

model of market orientation and learning orientation effecting 

innovativeness and organizational performance in medium sized 

industrial business to the empirical data. 

4.2  The result of qualitative research 

4.2.1  Personal detail of key informants. 

4.2.2  The results of interviews. 

 

A list of symbols and abbreviations were utilized throughout this study in 

order to clarify any ambiguous terminology. The details were listed as follows. 
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ABBREVIATION AND SYMBOLS 

 

Abbreviations Equivalence 

 OP Organizational Performance 

 INN  Innovativeness 

 MO Market Orientation 

 LO Learning Orientation 

 OVE_P Overall Performance 

 INN_P  Innovative Performance 

 PROD_INN Product Innovativeness 

 MKT_INN Market Innovativeness 

 PROC_INN Process Innovativeness 

 BEH_INN  Behavioral Innovativeness 

 STR_INN  Strategic Innovativeness 

 CUS_OR Customer Orientation 

 COM_OR  Competitor Orientation 

 INT_OR  Inter-Functional Coordination 

 COMMIT Commitment to Learning 

 SHARED  Shared Vision 

 OPENM  Open Mindedness 

 
SYMBOLS 

   Mean 

 S.D.  Standard Deviation 

 SE Standard Error 

 b Estimates 

 B Standardized Solution 

 
2
 Chi-square goodness of fit test 

 df Degree of freedom 

 TE Total Effect 

 ID Indirect Effect 

 DE Direct Effect 
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 R Coefficient of Multiple Correlations 

 R
2
 Coefficient of Determination 

 GFI Goodness of Fit Index 

 AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index 

 RMR Root Mean Squared Residual 

 P P-value 

 ECVI Expected Cross Validation Index 

 

4.1  The Results of Quantitative Research to Satisfy the Research Objectives. 

 

The results of the data analysis was elaborated to answer the research 

objectives. The details consisted of three headings which were: 1) the data analysis 

results of the level of innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized 

industrial businesses, 2) the data analysis results of the relationship of market 

orientation and learning orientation and their effectiveness on innovativeness and 

organizational performance of medium-sized industrial businesses, and 3) the data 

analysis results of the fit of causal model of market orientation and learning 

orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized 

industrial businesses, to the empirical data. 

 

4.1.1 The Data Analysis Results of the Level of Innovativeness and 

Organizational Performance in Medium Sized Industrial Businesses. 

The results of the analysis in innovativeness levels showed that the level of 

innovativeness in medium-sized industrial business was high ( =5.02, S.D.=0.28). 

Behavioral innovativeness had the highest average ( =5.35, S.D.=0.51), The second 

highest was process innovativeness ( =5.13, S.D.=0.44), and the third was strategic 

innovativeness ( =5.10, S.D.=0.50). 

The details of innovativeness levels according to manufacturing industrial type 

showed that the rubber manufacturing industrial business had the  highest average value      

( =5.24, S.D.=0.24). The second highest was the fruit and vegetable processing 
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manufacturing industrial business ( =5.12, S.D.=0.29). The third was the automobile 

manufacturing industrial business ( =5.04, S.D.=0.27). 

The result of the analysis of organizational performance levels showed that the level 

of organizational performance in medium-sized industrial businesses was high ( =4.79, 

S.D.=0.35). The overall performance had the highest average ( =4.80, S.D.=0.45) and 

innovative performance had the second highest ( =4.77, S.D.=0.49). 

The details of organizational performance levels according to industrial type 

showed that the rubber manufacturing industrial business had the highest average value (

=5.10, S.D.=0.28). The second highest was the fruit and vegetable processed manufacturing 

industrial business ( =4.95, S.D.=0.35). The third was the automobile manufacturing 

industrial business ( =4.78, S.D.=0.35). The details are shown in Table 4.1 below. 

 

Table 4.1  The Mean and Standard Deviation of Innovativeness and Organizational 

Performance Level According to Manufacturing Industry Type. (n=265) 

 

Variables 
  

(S.D.) 
Level 

Manufacturing Industry Type ( /S.D.) 

Automotive Plastic Chemist Rubber F&V 

Innovativeness             

1)  Product Innovativeness 4.72 

(0.48) 

Quite 

High 

4.96 

(0.46) 

4.53 

(0.47) 

4.62 

(0.41) 

4.94 

(0.39) 

4.71 

(0.46) 

2)  Market Innovativeness 4.81 

(0.50) 

Quite 

High 

4.75 

(0.43) 

4.71 

(0.55) 

4.66 

(0.38) 

5.18 

(0.43) 

5.13 

(0.44) 

3)  Process Innovativeness 5.13 

(0.44) 

Quite 

High 

5.13 

(0.39) 

5.06 

(0.29) 

5.15 

(0.33) 

5.26 

(0.35) 

5.21 

(0.35) 

4)  Behavioral Innovativeness 5.35 

(0.51) 

Highest 5.30 

(0.58) 

5.30 

(0.42) 

5.41 

(0.57) 

5.60 

(0.19) 

5.29 

(0.63) 

5)  Strategic Innovativeness 5.1 

(0.50) 

Quite 

High 

5.04 

(0.24) 

5.06 

(0.28) 

5.10 

(0.33) 

5.21 

(0.37) 

5.24 

(0.29) 

Total 5.02 

(0.28) 

Quite 

High 

5.04 

(0.27) 

4.93 

(0.26) 

4.99 

(0.27) 

5.24 

(0.24) 

5.12 

(0.29) 
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Table 4.1  (Continued) 

 

Variables 
  

(S.D.) 
Level 

Manufacturing Industry Type ( /S.D.) 

Automotive Plastic Chemist Rubber F&V 

Organizational Performance 

1)  Overall Performance 4.8 

(0.45) 

Quite 

High 

4.75 

(0.51) 

4.72 

(0.47) 

4.92 

(0.36) 

4.99 

(0.30) 

4.77 

(0.47) 

2)  Innovation Performance 4.77 

(0.49) 

Quite 

High 

4.81 

(0.46) 

4.60 

(0.50) 

4.61 

(0.38) 

5.20 

(0.37) 

5.13 

(0.41) 

Total 4.79 

(0.35) 

Quite 

High 

4.78 

(0.35) 

4.66 

(0.34) 

4.76 

(0.28) 

5.10 

(0.28) 

4.95 

(0.35) 

 

4.1.2  The Data Analysis Results of the Relationship of Market Orientation and 

Learning Orientation and Their Effectiveness on Innovativeness and 

Organizational Performance of Medium Sized Industrial Businesses. 

The results of the analysis 13 observed variables by the consideration of 

Pearson‟s product moment correlation coefficient showed that 78 Pearson‟s correlation 

coefficients of their relationship. There was significant correlation between each 

relationship with a statistical level of 0.01. All relationships were in the same direction 

(positive correlation coefficient). The coefficients varied from 0.226 to 0.665. 

 The details of the analysis of correlation coefficient of the relationship of observed 

variables which were in the same latent variables are as follows. 

1) There were two observed variables within the organizational 

performance variable. Hence, there was one relationship between the two variables. The 

significant statistical number of the relationship was 0.01 which was in the same direction 

(positive correlation coefficient). The number of relationship value was between overall 

performance and innovative performance which was 0.578 (r=0.578). This was in the 

medium range (0.400<r<0.600). 

2) There were five observed variables within the innovativeness variable. 

Hence, there were ten relationships between the five variables. The significant statistical 

number of the relationships was 0.01 which was in the same direction (positive correlation 

coefficient). The highest relationship value number was between process innovativeness 

and market innovativeness which was 0.644 (r=0.644). This was in the quite high range 
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(0.600<r<0.800). The other nine relationships were in the medium range (0.400<r<0.600) 

with the lowest relationship value number being between behavioral innovativeness and 

product innovativeness which was 0.478 (r=0.478). 

3) There were three observed variables in market orientation variable. 

Hence, there were three relationships between the three variables. The significant statistical 

number of the relationships was 0.01 which was in the same direction (positive correlation 

coefficient). The relationship values varied from 0.611 to 0.655 which were in quite high 

range (0.600<r<0.800). The highest relationship value number was between competitor 

orientation and customer orientation which was 0.655 (r=0.655). The lowest relationship 

value number was between behavioral innovativeness and product innovativeness which 

was 0.611 (r=0.611). 

4) There were three observed variables in learning orientation variable. 

Hence, there were three relationships between the three variables. The significant statistical 

number of the relationships was 0.01 which was in the same direction (positive correlation 

coefficient). The relationship values varied from 0.330 to 0.551. Two of them were in quite 

high range (0.600<r<0.800) and one of them was in quite low range (0.200<r<0.400). The 

highest relationship number value was between shared vision and open mindedness which 

was 0.551 (r=0.551). The lowest relationship value number was between open mindedness 

and commitment to learning which was 0.611 (r=0.611). 

  The details of the analysis of correlation coefficient of the relationship of observed 

variables which were in the different latent variables are as follows. 

1) The number of relationship of observed variables between 

organizational performance and innovativeness was 10 both. Each both variable had 

significant statistical number of 0.01which was in the same direction (positive 

correlation coefficient). The relationship value were varied from 0.421 to 0.634 which 

were in medium range (0.400<r<0.600). The highest number of relationship value 

was between overall performance and strategic innovativeness which was 0.634 

(r=0.634). The lowest number of relationship value was between overall performance 

and market innovativeness which was 0.421 (r=0.421). 

2) The number of relationship of observed variables between 

organizational performance and market orientation was 6 both. Each both variable had 

significant statistical number of 0.01which was in the same direction (positive 
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correlation coefficient). The relationship value were varied from 0.446 to 0.574 which 

were in medium range (0.400<r<0.600). The highest number of relationship value 

was between overall performance and customer orientation which was 0.574 

(r=0.574). The lowest number of relationship value was between innovative 

performance and customer orientation which was 0.446 (r=0.446). 

3) The number of relationship of observed variables between organizational 

performance and learning orientation was 6 both. Each both variable had significant statistical 

number of 0.01which was in the same direction (positive correlation coefficient). The 

relationship values were varied from 0.398 to 0.586. Four of them were in medium range 

(0.400<r<0.600) and two of them were in quite low range (0.200<r<0.400). The highest 

number of relationship value was between overall performance and shared vision which was 

0.574 (r=0.574). The lowest number of relationship value were between overall performance 

and commitment to learning which was 0.398 (r=0.398) and between innovativeness 

performance and open mindedness which was 0.398 (r=0.398). 

4) The number of relationship of observed variables between 

innovativeness and market orientation was 15 both. Each both variable had significant 

statistical number of 0.01which was in the same direction (positive correlation coefficient). 

The relationship value were varied from 0.307 to 0.564 Nine of them were in quite low range 

(0.200<r<0.400) and six of them were in medium range (0.400<r<0.600). The highest 

number of relationship value was between strategic innovativeness and customer orientation 

which was 0.564 (r=0.564). The lowest number of relationship value was between product 

innovativeness and competitor orientation which was 0.307 (r=0.307). 

5) The number of relationships of observed variables between 

innovativeness and learning orientation was 15. Each variable had significant 

statistical number of 0.01which was in the same direction (positive correlation 

coefficient). The relationship values varied from 0.226 to 0.609 Nine of them were in 

the quite low range (0.200<r<0.400) and six of them were in the medium range 

(0.400<r<0.600). The highest relationship value number was between strategic 

innovativeness and shared vision which was 0.609 (r=0.609). The lowest relationship 

number value was between process innovativeness and open mindedness which was 

0.226 (r=0.226). 
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6) The number of relationships of observed variables between market 

orientation and learning orientation was 9. Each variable had significant statistical number 

of 0.01which was the same direction (positive correlation coefficient). The relationship 

values varied from 0.334 to 0.334. Six of them were in the quite low range (0.200<r<0.400) 

and three of them were in the medium range (0.400<r<0.600). The highest relationship 

value number was between customer orientation and commitment to learning which was 

0.436 (r=0.436). The lowest relationship number value was between inter functional 

coordination and open mindedness which was 0.334 (r=0.334). 

 In conclusion, the relationships of observed variables in the same latent variables 

and different latent variables had the significant statistical number of 0.01 which was in the 

same direction (positive correlation coefficient). Most of the relationship values were in the 

medium range (0.400<r<0.600).  

 The results of the analysis using Bartlett's Test of Sphericity, which was the identity 

matrix test for correlation matrix of variables, showed that the number of the test was 

5178.233, with a degree of freedom of 78 and p value equal to 0.000. This indicated that the 

obtained correlation matrix was different from the identity matrix with the significant 

statistical number of 0.01. The index of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy (KMO) showed that the data were appropriately analyzed by factor analysis. 

When KMO approached 1, it meant that the data were suitable for factor analysis. The 

index of this matrix was 0.937 (KMO = 0.937). Therefore, the obtained correlation matrix 

of variables in a causal model of market orientation and learning orientation effecting 

innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized industrial businesses was 

suitable for analysis by using the LISREL program. The details are shown in Table 4.2 

below. 
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Table 4.2  Observed Variables Correlation Coefficient. (n=265) 

 

  
OVE_P INN_P PROD_INN MKT_INN PROC_INN BEH_INN STR_INN CUS_OR COM_OR INT_OR COMMIT SHARED OPENM 

OVE_P 1.000             

INN_P 0.578** 1.000            

PROD_INN 0.499** 0.449** 1.000           

MKT_INN 0.421** 0.440** 0.519** 1.000          

PROC_INN 0.498** 0.480** 0.566** 0.644** 1.000         

BEH_INN 0.438 0.474** 0.478** 0.562** 0.582** 1.000       
 

STR_INN 0.634** 0.522** 0.504** 0.453** 0.573** 0.494** 1.000       

CUS_OR 0.574** 0.446** 0.314** 0.354** 0.355** 0.449** 0.564** 1.000      

COM_OR 0.480** 0.447** 0.307** 0.337** 0.431** 0.542** 0.539** 0.665** 1.000     

INT_OR 0.553** 0.539** 0.359** 0.337** 0.372** 0.327** 0.532** 0.613** 0.611** 1.000    

COMMIT 0.398** 0.435** 0.385** 0.359** 0.445** 0.360** 0.461** 0.436** 0.377** 0.399** 1.000   

SHARED 0.586** 0.492** 0.386** 0.374** 0.439** 0.404** 0.609** 0.434** 0.421** 0.377** 0.493 1.000  

OPENM 0.549** 0.398** 0.285** 0.272** 0.226** 0.288** 0.511** 0.359** 0.389** 0.334** 0.330 0.551 1.000 

  4.850 4.774 4.718 4.808 5.132 5.673 5.101 5.481 5.134 5.574 5.878 5.210 5.230 

SD 0.481 0.495 0.480 0.496 0.341 0.258 0.301 0.225 0.380 0.312 0.205 0.325 0.377 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.937 , Bartlett's Test of Sphericity  Approx. Chi-Square = 5178.233 , df = 78 , p = .000 

 

Note :  *p < .05   **p < .01

1
1
4
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4.1.3  The Data Analysis Results of Examine the Goodness of Fit of Causal 

Model of Market Orientation and Learning Orientation Effecting 

Innovativeness and Organizational Performance in Medium Sized 

Industrial Businesses to the Empirical Data. 

The results of the analysis in this part was done by analyzing the LISREL 

model. The objective was to examine the fit of a causal model of market orientation 

and learning orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational performance in 

medium-sized industrial businesses which was the hypothesis developed model with 

the empirical data. 

There were several steps in testing the fit of the model in the thesis 

framework. The endogenous variables were innovativeness and organizational 

performance. The exogenous variables were market orientation and learning 

orientation. The observed variables were 13. The details are as follows: 

Step 1:  The fitted test of the developed causal model of market orientation and 

learning orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational performance in 

medium-sized industrial businesses with the empirical data. The result showed that the 

model did not converge to the data. Therefore, existing model could not be utilized. 

Step 2: It was necessary to remove some of direct influent relationships 

between market orientation and learning orientation variables to find out alternative 

models according to what Mueller studied in 1996. There were two models which 

developed from cutting out some of the relationships.  

Alternative Model 1:  Obtained the model by existing one of the direct 

effect relationships between learning orientation and market orientation. Hence, there 

were no H1 and H10 relationships (from existing model) in the new model as shown 

in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1  Alternative Model 1. 

 

Alternative Model 2:  Obtained the model by remove one of the direct 

effect relationships between market orientation and learning orientation. Hence, there 

were no H3 and H8 relationships (from existing model) in the new model as shown in 

Figure 4.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2  Alternative Model 2. 

 

 Step 3:  The fitted test of the two Alternative models (Alternative Model 1 and 

Alternative Model 2) in order to find the fittest one by considering the Nested Chi-

square. Then the Chi-square goodness of fit test index would be determined. The 

lesser of Chi-square goodness of the fit test index, the fitter the model to the empirical 

data (Seree Chudcham, 2003). Moreover, the Expected Cross Validation Index 

(ECVI) would be determined in order to consider the fit between covariance matrixes 

of the two models. The lesser the ECVI, the fitter the model with the empirical data. 
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The result of the analysis showed that there was no statistically significant 

between the two alternative models. The Nested Chi-square was equal to 0.339. The 

Expected Cross Validation Index (ECVI) of Model 1 was equal to 0.588 and the 

ECVI of Model 2 was equal to 0.605. 

 The results of the model analysis showed that Alternative Model 1 had a GFI  

equal to 0.97,the AGFI was equal to 0.93, and the RMR was equal to 0.009 which 

was a better fit with the empirical data than Alternative Model 2. The details of the 

analysis are shown in Table 4.3 below. 

 

Table 4.3  The Comparison of Nested Chi-Square of Alternative Model 1 and 2. 

 

Alternative Models 2 df P-value GFI AGFI RMR ECVI 

Alternative Model 1 53.22 40 0.079 0.97 0.93 0.009 0.588 

Alternative Model 2 52.88 40 0.084 0.97 0.93 0.009 0.605 

  (Nested Chi-square) = 0.339 (not statistically significant) 

 

Note:  *p < .05 and **p < .01 

 

Step 4:  Alternative Model 1 had been adopted for the analysis of the study 

framework. The details of the analysis are as follows.  

 The fitted test of a causal model of market orientation and learning orientation 

effecting innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized industrial 

businesses of Alternative Model 1 showed that the obtained index did not fit with the 

empirical data. The Chi-square of Alternative Model 1 was 221.59, the degree of 

freedom (df) was 59, the p-value was 0.000, the GFI was 0.89. The AGFI was 0.82, 

the RMR was 0.016 and the RMSEA was 0.102. 

 Step 5:  The modified model. 

  A causal model of market orientation and learning orientation effecting 

innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized industrial businesses 

then was modified by accepting errors correlation. The modified model was done 

through the consideration of modification indices. The details of the modified model 

are shown in Table 4.7. 



118 
 

 Table 4.7 shows that a goodness of fit indices of model with the empirical data 

was a Chi-square index of 53.22, the degree of freedom (df) was 40 and the p-value 

(p) was 0.079. There was no significant difference between the Chi-square number 

and zero. It indicated that the research hypothesis was correct. The GFI was 0.97, the 

AGFI was 0.93 and the RMR was 0.009. 

 The consideration of squared multiple correlation of observed variables showed 

that the reliability of observed variables  varied from 0.44 to 0.68. The highest reliability 

was from overall performance which was equal to 0.68. The second one was customer 

orientation which was equal to 0.66. Competitor orientation was equal to 0.65. Strategic 

innovativeness was equal to 0.63. Shared vision was equal to 0.59. Inter functional 

coordinating was equal to 0.58. Process innovativeness was equal to 0.56. Innovative 

performance was equal to 0.49. Product innovativeness was equal to 0.48. Learning 

orientation was equal to 0.46. Market innovativeness was equal to 0.45. The lowest 

reliability was from open mindedness which was equal to 0.44. 

 The analysis of the R-Square value of the structure equation model of learning 

orientation showed that the R-Square was equal to 0.47. It showed that the market 

orientation variable in the model accounted for 47% of the overall model.  The R-

Square of innovativeness was 0.72. It showed that the learning orientation and market 

orientation variables in the model accounted for 72% of the innovativeness model.          

The R-Square of organizational performance was equal to 0.94. It showed that the 

market orientation, learning orientation and innovativeness variables in the model 

accounted for 94% of the overall organizational performance. 

 1)  Direct Effect 

 The analysis of the direct effect of variables on organizational performance 

showed that the organizational performance variable had a significant statistical 

relationship number of .01. It was affected by market orientation, learning orientation 

and innovativeness with the numbers of effect size being 0.32, 0.52, and 0.42, 

respectively. The results indicated that the medium-sized industrial businesses that 

emphasized customer orientation, competitor orientation and inter functional 

coordination would let organizational performance increase. The organization that 

emphasized learning orientation, shared vision and open mindedness would let 

organizational performance increase. Moreover, the organization that supported or 
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developed product innovativeness, market innovativeness, process innovativeness, 

behavioral innovativeness and strategic innovativeness would let organizational 

performance increase. These details were congruent with research hypothesis numbers 

2, 5, and 7, respectively, which anticipated that market orientation, learning 

orientation, and innovativeness would directly affect organizational performance. 

 The analysis of the innovativeness variable showed that the innovativeness 

variable had a significant statistical relationship number of 0.01. It was affected by 

market orientation and learning orientation with the numbers of effect size being 0.51 

and 0.43, respectively. The result indicated that the medium-sized industrial business 

that emphasized customer orientation, competitor orientation and inter functional 

coordination would let organizational performance increase. The organization that 

emphasized learning orientation, shared vision and open mindedness would let 

organizational performance increase. These details were congruent with research 

hypothesis numbers 1 and 4, respectively, which anticipated that market orientation 

and learning orientation would directly affect innovativeness.  

  The analysis of the learning orientation variable showed that the learning 

orientation variable had a significant statistical relationship number of 0.01. It was 

affected by market orientation with the number of effect size being 0.69. The results 

indicated that the medium-sized industrial businesses that emphasized customer 

orientation, competitor orientation and inter functional coordination would let 

organizational performance increase. This detail was congruent with research 

hypothesis number 3 which anticipated that market orientation would directly affect 

learning orientation. 

 2)  Indirect Effect 

 The analysis of the indirect effect of variables on organizational performance 

showed that the organizational performance variable had a significant statistical 

relationship number of 0.01. It was affected by market orientation via innovativeness 

with the number of effect size being 0.70. It was congruent with research hypothesis 

number 9 which anticipated that market orientation would indirectly affect 

organizational performance via innovativeness. Organizational performance also had 

a significant statistical relationship number of 0.01 and it was indirectly affected by 

learning orientation via innovativeness with the number of effect size being0.18. It 
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was congruent with research hypothesis number 11 which anticipated that learning 

orientation would indirectly affect organizational performance via innovativeness. 

 The analysis of the indirect effect of variables on innovativeness showed that the 

innovativeness variable had a significant statistical relationship number of 0.01. It was 

indirectly affected by market orientation via learning orientation with the number of effect 

size being 0.30. It was congruent with research hypothesis number 8 which anticipated that 

market orientation would indirectly affect innovativeness via learning orientation. 

 3)  Total Effect 

 The analysis of the total effect of variables on organizational performance 

showed that the significant statistical relationship number was 0.01. The 

organizational performance was affected by market orientation, learning orientation, 

and innovativeness with the numbers of effect size being 1.01, 0.70, and 0.42, 

respectively.  The analysis of the total effect of variables on innovativeness showed 

that the significant statistical relationship number was 0.01. Innovativeness was 

affected by market orientation and learning orientation with the numbers of effect size 

being0.81 and 0.43, respectively. The analysis of the total effect of variables on 

learning orientation showed that the significant statistical relationship number was 

0.01. The learning orientation was affected by market orientation with the number of 

effect size being 0.69. 

 The analysis of the correlation matrix among variables showed that the 

correlation coefficients were varied, from 0.68 to 0.91. All the relationships of 

variables were in the same direction (positive value). The highest correlation 

coefficients were from innovativeness and organizational performance variables 

which was equal to 0.91. It indicated that the development of innovativeness, such as 

the changes in product, market, process, strategy, and behavior of personnel affected  

increases in organizational performance. The second highest was learning orientation 

and organizational performance which were equal to 0.90. It indicated that the 

increase in learning orientation would allow the development in organizational 

performance increase. The lowest correlation coefficients were market orientation and 

learning orientation which were equal to 0.68. The analysis details are shown in Table 

4.4 and Figure 4.3 below. 

 



121 
 

Table 4.4 Goodness-of-Fit Statistics, Effect size, Coefficient of Determination,        

R-Square value and Correlation Matrix. 

 

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics 

2  = 53.221, p = 0.079, df =  40, GFI = 0.970, AGFI = 0.932, RMR = 0.009 

Effect size 

Cause 

variable 
LO INN OP 

Effect 

variable 
TE IE DE TE IE DE TE IE DE 

MO 
0.69** 

(0.09) 
- 

0.69** 

(0.09) 

0.81** 

(0.09) 

0.30** 

(0.07) 

0.51** 

(0.10) 

1.01** 

(0.09) 

0.70** 

(0.12) 

0.32** 

(0.13) 

LO - - - 
0.43** 

(0.10) 
- 

0.43** 

(0.10) 

0.70** 

(0.13) 

0.18** 

(0.07) 

0.52** 

(0.13) 

INN - - - - - - 
0.42** 

(0.15) 
- 

0.42** 

(0.15) 

Coefficient of Determination 

Variables                          LO                        INN                           OP 

      R2                              0.47                        0.72                          0.94 

Squared Multiple Correlations of Observe Variables 

Variables COMMIT SHARED OPENM PROD_INN MKT_INN PROC_INN BEH_INN 

 0.46 0.59 0.44 0.48 0.45 0.56 0.50 

Variables STR_INN O VE_P INN_P CUS_OR COM_OR INT_OR  

 0.63 0.68 0.49 0.66 0.65 0.58  

Correlation Matrix of latent variables 

 LO INN OP MO    

LO 1.000       

INN    0.767** 1.000      

OP   0.893**   0.905** 1.000     

MO   0.683**   0.791** 0.849** 1.000    

 

Note :  *p < .05 and **p < .01 
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Figure 4.3 Causal Model of Market Orientation and Learning Orientation Effecting   

Innovativeness and Organizational Performance in Medium Sized 

Industrial Businesses. 

 

 The result of the research hypothesis test showed that a causal model of 

market orientation and learning orientation effecting innovativeness and 

organizational performance in medium sized industrial business supported research 

hypothesis number 9. The details are shown in Table 4.5 below. 

 

Table 4.5  The Results of the Research Hypothesis Test. 

 

Hypotheses Result 

Direct Effect  

H1:  market orientation directly affected innovativeness support 

H2:  market orientation directly affected organizational performance support 

H3:  market orientation directly affected learning orientation support 

H4:  learning orientation directly affected innovativeness support 

H5:  learning orientation  directly affected organizational performance support 

H6:  learning orientation  directly affected market orientation deleted 

H7:  innovativeness  directly affected organizational performance support 

0.51**

0.32**

0.69**

0.43**

0.42**

0.52**

Chi-Square = 53.221, df =  40, P-value = 0.079, RMR= 0.009  

Overall 

Performance

Innovative 

Performance

0.80

0.70

0.32

0.51

Organizational 

Performance

0.79

Product 

Innovativeness

Market 

Innovativeness

Process 

Innovativeness

Behavioral 

Innovativeness

Strategic 

Innovativeness

0.52

0.55

0.44

0.50

0.37

0.69

0.67

0.75

0.71

Innovativeness

Customer 

Orientation 

Competitor 

Orientation 

Interfunctional

Coordination

0.81

0.80

0.76

0.34

0.36

0.42

Market 

Orientation

Commitment 

to Learning 

Shared Vision 

Open 

Mindedness

0.68

0.77

0.67

0.54

0.41

0.56

Learning 

Orientation
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Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Hypotheses Result 

Indirect Effect  

H8:   market orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via learning  

         Orientation 

support 

H9:  market orientation  indirectly affected organizational performance  

        via innovativeness 

support 

H10:  learning orientation  indirectly affected innovativeness via market  

          Orientation 

deleted 

H11:  learning orientation  indirectly affected organizational  

          performance via innovativeness 

support 

 

4.2  The Results of the Qualitative Research 

 

 The qualitative data analysis was done in order to support the quantitative data 

analysis. Moreover, the analysis provided a deep understanding and linkage of 

variables that affected the increase in organizational performance. The details are as 

follows: 

 

 4.2.1  Personal Detail of Key Informants 

 The key informants were five managers of medium sized industrial businesses. 

The criteria used for selecting the companies in each category were one of top 

managers for each industry type who the willing to answer the questions. And 

selecting the company in each category which has the levels of innovativeness and 

organizational performance were high level from quantitative research. Their details 

in Table 4.6 below. 
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Table 4.6  Personal Detail of Key Informants. 

 

1)  Automotive Manufacturing Industrial Business 

Name of key informant Mr. Pichade Chareonkit 

Position Managing Director 

Name of company ACT ONE (1994) Company Limited 

Address 142 Moo 2 T. Srakatiam, Phetkasem Rd., Meung, Nakhorn Pathom 73000. 

Established 1974 

Number of Employees 200 personnel 

Type of business 

Car body assembly, design, repair, and  bus sales with/without air 

conditioner, electrical buses in various sizes which included mobile x ray 

vehicle, mobile dentist vehicle, mobile blood donation vehicle, ambulance, 

mobile ATM, mobile library, mobile office, mobile house vehicle, and 

mobile toilet vehicle. 

2)  Plastic Manufacturing Industrial Business 

Name of key informant Mr. Rungrote Chatsakulsree 

Position Board of Director 

Name of company Kuang Plastic Company Limited 

Address 3769/183-187. Chan Rd., Bangklo, Bangkolam, Bangkok 

Established 1989 

Number of Employees 50 personnel 

Type of business Plastic production, plastic toys 

3)  Chemist Manufacturing Industrial Business 

Name of key informant Mr. Santi Promsorn 

Position Managing Director 

Name of company S.T.RIZING Company Limited 

Address 888/102 Moo 19, Bangplee-tumru Rd., Bangplee, Samutprakarn 10540. 

Established 2001 

Number of Employees 50 personnel 

Type of business 

Industrial chemistry production and service in cleaning greasy stain and zinc 

phosphate coating over iron, stainless steel, aluminum, and plastic. 

Moreover, it included a disinfection product for use in industry and 

households. Design and sell zinc phosphate coating, waste water treatment 

systems, and potable water systems, such as RODI water.  
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Table 4.6  (Continued) 

 

4)  Rubber Manufacturing Industrial Business 

Name of key informant Mr. Sombat Seangkrachang 

Position Logistics Manager 

Name of company Sri trang Agro-Industry Company Limited, UdonThani branch 

Address 
328 Moo 7, Banchumpa, Udontani-Sakonnakorn Rd., Nongnakhum, Meung, 

UdonThani 41000. 

Established 1997 

Number of Employees 180 personnel 

Type of business Rubber crape production, ETR 20 rubber mixed. 

5)  Fruit and Vegetable Processing Business 

Name of key informant Mr. Surasin Pontumarn 

Position Marketing Director 

Name of company Siam Life Style limited company 

Address 28/17 Moo 5, Kukhod, Lumlookka, Patumtani. 

Established 2000 

Number of Employees 50 personnel 

Type of business 
Production of vegetable, fruit, and herb juices, such as mangos teen juice and 

alovera juice.  

 

4.2.2  The Results of the Interviews 

 The interview of top management of each company can be complied to the 

research hypotheses as follows: 

 Hypothesis numbers 1 and 2: market orientation directly affected 

innovativeness and organizational performance. The results confirmed the research 

hypotheses and was congruent with the information from the interviews. Three of 

respondents described that market orientation was a necessary element for the 

development of innovativeness because innovativeness could be utilized in creating 

unique products and services. The prices of products and services could be reduced. 

Products and services could  impress target customers. Eventually, the company could 

strengthen its competitive capability. 

 To obtain new innovation, the company needed to understand the market and 

creatively improve its products and services. The company needed to understand 

customer's demands and analyze the competitor's products, technology or processes in 
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order to plan its marketing strategy and improve existing products or develop new 

products. Moreover, the company could coordinate with other organizations in order 

to research and develop new products. 

 The market analysis was also done in order to understand customers‟ 

demands, and the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and obstacles of the 

competitors. This information would let the company plan  its marketing strategy. 

Therefore, the company would be increasing its organizational performance. The 

results of the interviews are detailed  in Table 4.7 below. 

 

Table 4.7  The Interview Results in Market Orientation Directly Affecting Innovativeness  

 and Organizational Performance. 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Automotive 

manufacturing business 

“Our company emphasized  market orientation in unique target groups. The 

product was sold to unique groups, therefore, the product itself needed to be 

unique, such as aerodynamic characteristics of our cars attracted the customers by 

the economy of patrol. The more customers satisfied, the better the organizational 

performance. Furthermore, our company was only one that can build such a car in 

Thailand.” 

Plastic manufacturing 

business 

“Our company's organizational performance had been doing well because we 

emphasized  market orientation, such as our competitor's details and prices. Our 

product price was lower than others because we stocked a lot of plastic granular 

which is expensive. In my point of view, in order to emphasize  market 

orientation, the company needed to develop innovation. The production must be 

increased and sufficient. Before the company can produce a new product, the 

company has to analyze market's demand.” 

Chemist manufacturing 

business 

“Our marketing plan  emphasized the customers‟ demand and develops market. 

We spent one to two million each year in research and development and product 

value added. Our company product prices do not need to compare with our 

competitors'.  By emphasizing on the market's demands, customer's satisfaction 

would let the organizational performance increase.” 
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Rubber manufacturing 

business 

“There are a lot of rubber manufacturing industrial businesses. Due to high 

demand in the market, we needed market orientation to analyze the competitors in 

the development of product customer demand and future trends. These details 

would be utilized in development of production in order to gain initiative in the 

market. To satisfy customer's demand we need to improve not only the quality of 

our product but also process efficiently. Eventually, a good quality product, 

uniqueness, and process efficiency was what the customer needed and this would 

increase organizational performance.” 

Fruit and vegetable 

processing business 

“The succession of our company was from customer orientation.  The customer 

needs a high quality product. Therefore, we need to develop new products that are 

unique, high quality, safe, and reasonably priced.” 

 

Hypothesis numbers 3 and 8:  Market orientation directly affected learning 

orientation, and the market indirectly affected innovativeness via market orientation. 

 The quantitative data analysis showed that market orientation positively 

affected learning orientation and market orientation indirectly affected innovativeness 

via learning orientation. The data analysis confirmed the research hypothesis and was 

congruent with the interview results. Three of respondents described that the 

characteristic of a market orientated company usually concerned about the customers. 

The company emphasized the satisfaction of the customer. The company also needed 

to orientate itself to the competitors in order to improve its strategy for the changing 

market and conditions such as cost, materials, price, and target customers. The 

modification of strategy would help gain initiative over the competitors. 

 The proper modification of strategy needed to learn or analyze the market 

aspects such as customers, competitors, products and services, sales channels, 

business opportunities, sharing information, research and development with other 

organizations. This information initiated learning inside the organization and created 

new innovation. The details of the interviews are shown in Table 4.8 below. 
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Table 4.8  The Interview Results in the Topic of the Market Directly Affected Learning 

and Market Orientation Indirectly Affected Innovativeness via Learning 

Orientation. 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Automotive 

manufacturing business 

“The company that emphasized market orientation usually is interested in 

the customer, especially customer demand and satisfaction. This effort 

needed learning skills. For example, expanding the market by exporting bus 

and medical vehicles overseas, such as Africa and neighboring countries 

because I went there before. The bus market there was not so competitive 

and still has more room in the market. In order to achieve this goal we need 

to study market aspects, such as culture, limitations, obstacles, and 

competitors.” 

Plastic manufacturing 

business 

“From the example of plastic toy cartoon character, we produced the toy 

because we knew what the market wants and we responded to that. 

Therefore, we needed to know the details of the popular cartoon, such as its 

character and specialty in order to produce the toy.” 

Chemist manufacturing 

business 

“We emphasized on creatively developing the market. It involved continual 

research and development in order to create new innovation which satisfied 

the market's demands. Before launching a new product, the company 

needed to study customers‟ demands, such as quality, price and type. In my 

point of view, the company needed to utilize market orientation and 

learning orientation in order to increase innovativeness.” 

Rubber manufacturing 

business 

“We want to know the results of comparison between our product and the 

competitor's product, including customer satisfaction, the reason why some 

products can sell or cannot sell, and the reason why the sale rate increased. 

In order to get this information, the company needed to emphasize learning, 

especially our own and a competitor analysis such as a SWAT analysis on 

the competitor's product or new innovation. This information can let the 

company develop its capability. Then the company can produce a new 

product that is better than the competitor's.”   

Fruit and vegetable 

processed business 

“The succession of our company was from the customer's demand and we 

respond to that. The demand was a high quality product. Therefore, we 

need to produce new a product which is unique. In order to produce a high 

quality product, we needed to learn, and research and develop.”  
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Hypothesis numbers 6 and 10:  Learning orientation directly affected market 

orientation and learning orientation indirectly affected innovativeness via market 

orientation. 

 The quantitative data analysis showed that learning orientation positively 

affected marketing orientation and learning orientation indirectly affected 

innovativeness via market orientation. This was not congruent with the research 

hypothesis due to the modification of the model. However, the results of the 

interviews support the hypotheses. Three respondents described that there was a 

relationship between market orientation and learning orientation concepts. The 

company that had a commitment to learning always improves itself, shares and 

exchanges opinions of information among sub-units eventually  creates market 

opportunity. The accurate marketing appreciation would effectively develop in 

strategy and resource prioritization. The understanding of customers‟ demands and 

competitor potential would increase marketing effectiveness and create new 

innovation. The details of the interviews are shown in Table 4.9 below. 

 

Table 4.9  The Results of Interviews in the Topic of Learning Orientation Directly Affected 

Market Orientation, and Learning Orientation Indirectly Affected Innovativeness 

via Market Orientation. 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Automotive 

manufacturing business 

“Our company always studies and researches with other organizations; for 

instance, the Navy needed to improve its armored vehicle capability by 

reinforcing the bulletproof ability in order to utilize this vehicle in three 

southern border provinces. We did coordinate the design of the prototype 

because we hoped that we would be the one to modify another 80 vehicles 

because we are the one that knows how to do it. This showed that we always 

seek opportunity and sometimes create new innovation for the country.” 

Plastic manufacturing 

business 

“I think there is relationship between the two concepts (MO and LO). Most of 

the companies would like to emphasize market orientation. They considered 

customers‟ demands and develop products according to that demand. The 

company sometimes did research and development and then developed a new 

product and launched it because they know they can sell it.” 
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Table 4.9  (Continued) 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Chemist manufacturing 

business 

“I think the information must come from the two concepts (MO and LO) so 

they can increase innovativeness. However, it depended on circumstances 

dictating which one would be the lead in company. For example, sometimes 

we know the information of customer trends before the competitor so we 

produce what the market wants. But sometimes we did research and 

develop the product and then find the market later.” 

Rubber manufacturing 

business 

“I emphasized learning because the company can survive with this capability. For 

example, when the competitor can produce the product that had the same quality 

but cheaper price this would let the customer buy them more. Then we needed to 

know what is going on. Therefore, the learning would let the company survive in 

the business, especially situation awareness. After we had known this information 

then we could develop our own product to compete in the market. I did not 

consider only production but also strategy, process, personnel and marketing.”   

Fruit and vegetable 

processing business 

“The unique product which consisted of 23 herbal essences was done through 

research and development. The unique products satisfy customer needs.”  

 

Hypothesis numbers 4 and 5:  Learning orientation directly affected innovativeness 

and organizational performance. 

 The results of the quantitative data analysis showed that learning orientation 

positively affected innovativeness, supporting the research hypotheses.  The results were 

also congruent with the interviews. Three respondents described that learning orientation 

would let the organization and personnel work effectively. The teamwork would create a 

learning process and let personnel understand the obtained knowledge in order to be 

ready for uncertainty in the economy, society, politics, and increasing competition. 

Commitment to learning was one of the elements in learning to improve process, 

management, strategy, marketing, and product. Moreover, commitment to learning would 

let personnel feel free to express their opinion which encouraged a creative thinking 

atmosphere; then the company could produce unique innovation. Eventually, the 

organization would be strong enough to survive in the business and organizational 

performance would increase.  
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 The company managers were a role model and responsible for the initiation of the 

commitment to learning and development of a vision. The vision needed to be precise and 

practicable and also encourage learning in the organization, such as shared opinions 

between employees and managers, work practices, research and development with other 

companies, and seminars. The details of the interviews are set forth in Table 4.10 below. 

 

Table 4.10  The Result of the Interviews in the Topic of Learning Orientation Directly 

Affected Innovativeness and Organizational Performance. 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Automotive 

manufacturing business 

“Due to the higher competition pressure involving the economy, society, politics 

and other uncertain circumstances, our company needed to emphasize  learning 

orientation in order to improve processes, management, strategy, marketing and 

products. The company could adapted to new situations and could survive and 

increase organizational performance. The knowledge learning methodology was a 

brainstorm among employees and managers. Teamwork would increase the 

understanding in work, research and development with other organizations, and 

excursion. These would create new innovation.” 

Plastic manufacturing 

business 

“An organization that emphasized learning orientation would increase production, 

reduce costs, and therefore, create more profit. For example, the plastic toys were 

produced in accordance with cartoon characters, especially the popular cartoons. 

The production will emphasize the popular cartoon; therefore, it reduces the 

production of other toy models. The encouragement method was to let more 

experience personnel teach new or less experienced personnel in utilizing the 

company's innovation.” 

Chemist manufacturing 

business 

“Organization will gain more organizational performance or can survive 

depending on the learning of each individual in each level, such as learning to 

work, learning to adapt, learning to work with others, learning from mistakes, 

learning from competitors and learning from our products. I am, as a manager, 

need to be a role model for the company in learning and encourage learning and 

share knowledge. All personnel will then have knowledge and can improve or fix 

issues by themselves. The initiation of new things will begin and let 

organizational performance increase.” 
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Table 4.10  (Continued) 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Rubber manufacturing 

business 

“I encourage all personnel to have enthusiasm to learn and develop themselves. It 

is not only improving themselves, but also increase company capability, 

especially competition. The encouragement of learning in the company was to 

conduct a seminar which had the purpose of sharing information and to let 

personnel have the freedom of speech and reward outstanding personnel that can 

create new things. In my opinion, the encouragement of learning will improve 

personnel capability and it will improve company capability. The capability may 

include the ability to create new products or the ability to work. When personnel 

can work effectively, the organization can produce new products; then it gets 

more profit.”   

Fruit and vegetable 

processing business 

“All vegetable, fruit, and herbal juices were based on knowledge. There was the 

need to understand the benefit or the harmfulness of each vegetable, fruit, and 

herbs. We try to create a new product by researching and developing with the 

main company in Canada. Therefore, we have a patent license and our own recipe 

that consisted of 23 herbs which was the strength of our company.”  

 

Hypothesis number 7: Innovativeness directly affected organizational 

performance. 

 The quantitative data analysis showed that innovativeness positively affected 

organizational performance. It supported the research hypothesis and was congruent 

with the results of the interviews. Three respondents described that innovativeness of 

an organization could create differences in products and services, processes, 

marketing strategies which responded to customers‟ demands, and develop superiority 

above the competitors by learning from mistakes, improving, and seeking new 

knowledge. The learning had to be done in the organization as a whole. It meant that 

the manager needed to coordinate all of the sub=units to create new products and a 

commitment to learning, such as continual research and development. It would 

increase sales rates and profits in long term, which would let the company advance in 

competition. The interview details are included in Table 4.11 below. 
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Table 4.11  The Results of the Interviews of the Topic of Innovativeness Affected 

Organizational Performance. 

 

Industrial Type Reasons 

Automotive 

manufacturing business 

“Innovation was one of many elements that can help a company survive. As a 

medium-sized company which share few parts of market, we emphasize specific 

customers and the product had to be different. The company had to response to 

customers‟ demands, value added and unique products so the product could  

impress the customers. Therefore, the sales rate increases, as well as higher 

organizational performance. It is  still the heart of competition from now on.” 

Plastic manufacturing 

business 

“In my point of view, innovation will increase production and reduce costs, such 

as a new machine will increase production and profit.” 

Chemist manufacturing 

business 

“Innovation was part of our business.  The manager was not the only the one who 

created or improved production; it was everybody‟s responsibility by learning 

from mistakes and learning by doing. When a company produces a unique 

product, it can attract customers, then it increases organizational performance. We 

spent one to two million each year in research and development and product value 

added. Our company‟s product prices do not need to compare to our competitors'. 

By emphasizing on the market's demands, the customers‟ satisfaction would let 

organizational performance increase.” 

Rubber manufacturing 

business 

“It is an important factor in management because innovativeness could let an 

organization create a new product, process and management.  Personnel also learn 

and have more knowledge. The company then could create a unique product and 

service that was different from its competitors. Therefore, there were higher sales 

rates and a gain in profits and increase in organizational performance.” 

Fruit and vegetable 

processed business 

“The different and unique products will allow our company to survive. The 

company could still sell the products even when there is an economic slowdown. 

The value added product sometimes could reduce the cost of production. In terms 

of process, it could help production become faster than more products and the 

company would gain more profit.”  

 



CHAPTER 5 

 

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This research was the study of causal relationships with three objectives. 

Firstly, to study innovativeness levels and organizational performance levels of 

medium sized industrial businesses. Secondly, to study the relationship of market 

orientation and learning orientation and their effectiveness on innovativeness and the 

organizational performance of medium sized industrial businesses. Thirdly, to develop 

and examine the goodness of fit of a causal model of market orientation and learning 

orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational performance of medium sized 

industrial businesses to the empirical data. There were two research methodologies. 

Firstly, quantitative research methodology was done by using questionnaires. 

Secondly, qualitative research methodology was done by in depth interviews in order 

to obtain information which would be utilized to explain and confirm the result from 

quantitative data analysis. 

 Research's populations were five medium sized industries which include the 

automotive industry, plastics industry, chemist industry, rubber industry and food 

processing industry. The industries were legally registered with the Department of 

Industrial Works, the Ministry of Industry Thailand (Department of Industrial work, 

2555). 

 The study sample  were 364 organizations within five medium sized-industries 

which were 95 organizations of the automotive manufacturing industry, 120 

organizations within the plastics manufacturing industry, 76 organizations within the 

chemist manufacturing industry, 39 organizations within the rubber manufacturing 

industry and 35 organizations within the fruit and vegetable processing industry. The 

study sample was picked by multi-stage sampling and the unit of analysis was the 

organization level. The response was 265 organizations out of 364
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organizations which was 72.80 percent. The response of five medium sized industries 

which were 66 organizations of automotive manufacturing industry, 87 organizations 

of plastic manufacturing industry, 55 organizations of chemist manufacturing 

industry, 27 organizations of rubber manufacturing industry ,and 30 organizations of 

fruit and vegetable processed industry. 

 There were four latent variables and 13 observed variables in the study. There 

were two endogenous variables. One was organizational performance which consisted 

of two observed variables which were overall performance and innovative 

performance. Another one was innovativeness which consisted of five observed 

variables which were product innovativeness, market innovativeness, process 

innovativeness, behavioral innovativeness and strategic Innovativeness. There were 

two exogenous variables. One was learning orientation which consisted of three 

observed variables which were commitment to learning, shared vision, and open 

mindedness. Another one was market orientation which consisted of three observed 

variables which were of customer orientation, competitor orientation and inter 

functional coordination. 

 The study utilized questionnaires as a tool to collect the data from the top level 

management of the organizations. The questionnaires were developed from the 

previous and relevant studies. The questionnaire consisted of six parts: the personal 

details of the respondent, the company‟s detail, the company's market orientation, the 

organization's learning orientation, the innovativeness of the organization, and the 

organizational performance. In-depth interviews were also conducted in order to study 

true phenomenon, and utilized the information to explain and confirm quantitative 

data analysis results. 

 The results of the data analysis versus the research hypotheses, which was 1) 

the innovativeness levels and organizational performance levels of medium sized 

industrial businesses, 2) the relationship of market orientation and learning orientation 

and their effectiveness on innovativeness and organizational performance of medium-

sized industrial businesses. This was done by determining the Pearson's correlation 

coefficient. 3) Examined the benefits that arise from a fit of a causal model of market 

orientation and learning orientation effecting innovativeness and organizational 

performance of medium-sized industrial businesses to the empirical data. 
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5.1  Conclusion 

 

 The result of data analysis to satisfy the research‟s objectives. The details are 

as follows: 

 

5.1.1  The Analysis of Innovativeness Levels and Organizational Performance 

Levels of Medium Sized Industrial Businesses. 

 The analysis of the results of innovativeness levels and organizational 

performance levels showed that the level of all innovativeness elements were high to 

quite high. Behavioral innovativeness had the highest average. Process 

innovativeness, strategic innovativeness, market innovativeness, and product 

innovativeness had rankings ranging from high to low average, respectively. The 

consideration of the level of innovativeness by industrial categories showed that the 

rubber manufacturing industry had the highest average. The second highest was the 

fruit and vegetable processing industry, while the third highest was the automotive 

manufacturing industry. 

 The average level value of the two elements of organizational performance 

was high. Overall performance had the highest average and the second highest was 

innovative performance.  The consideration of the level of organizational performance 

by industrial categories showed that the rubber manufacturing industry had the 

highest average. The second highest was the fruit and vegetable processing industry 

and the third highest was the automotive manufacturing industry. 

 

5.1.2  The Results of the Analysis of the Relationship of Market Orientation and 

Learning Orientation and their Effectiveness on Innovativeness and 

Organizational Performance of Medium Sized Industrial Businesses. 

 The results of the analysis of the relationship between variables showed that 

the correlation coefficient of every relationship was positive and varied from 0.226  to 

0.665. The highest relationship value was the relationship between competitor 

orientation and customer orientation. The lowest one was process innovativeness and 

open mindedness. 
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5.1.3  The Results of the Analysis of the Examination of the Goodness of Fit of a 

Causal Model of Market Orientation and Learning Orientation 

Effecting Innovativeness and Organizational Performance of Medium 

Sized Industrial Businesses to the Empirical Data. 

 The results of the analysis of the examination of the fit of the model of causal 

relationship between market orientation and learning orientation that affected 

innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-sized industrial businesses 

with the empirical data showed that causal model of market orientation and learning 

orientation that affected innovativeness and organizational performance in medium-

sized industrial businesses was a fit with the empirical data. 

 The highest value of the direct effect variable on organizational performance 

was learning orientation. The lower values were innovativeness and market 

orientation, respectively. The highest value of the direct effect variable on 

innovativeness was market orientation. The lowest value was learning orientation. 

 The highest value of the indirect effect variable organizational performance 

was market orientation via innovativeness. The lowest value was learning orientation 

via innovativeness. The highest value of the direct effect variable on innovativeness 

was market orientation. The lowest value was learning orientation. 

 

5.2  Research Discussion 

 

 The results discussion of the quantitative data analysis from questionnaires 

and qualitative data analysis from the in-depth interviews are divided into 3 parts. The 

details are as follows: 

 

 5.2.1  The Level of Innovativeness and Organizational Performance 

  5.2.1.1  The Level of Innovativeness. 

  The results of the study showed that the level of innovativeness in 

medium-sized industrial businesses was high to quite high. Behavioral innovativeness 

had the highest average. The lower levels were process innovativeness, strategic 

innovativeness, market innovativeness, and product innovativeness, respectively. 

Behavioral innovativeness had the highest level because the behavior in individual, 
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team manager levels were fundamental to the innovative culture which widens the 

thinking framework then it would let the organization create new innovation. 

Moreover, behavioral innovativeness was fundamental for all innovativeness 

elements, which later became innovative outcomes according to the study of Hurley 

and Hult (1998) which showed that the level of behavioral innovativeness would let 

an organization adapt to circumstances and increase positive innovation successful 

rates. Therefore, it affected the competition capability and organizational 

performance. 

  The comparison results of the average level of innovativeness element 

by manufacturing industrial type showed that the rubber manufacturing industry had 

the highest average because the expansion of the domestic rubber market (especially 

the tyre manufacturing industry) which had the most consumption by industry (Office 

of industrial economics, 2013). The company launched new products into the market 

in 2013, such as environmental friendly tyres (green tyres) which had   more 

durability, were safer, and resulted in reduced fuel consumption (Research and 

Development Centre of the Thai rubber industry, 2014). Furthermore, the 

establishment of the Research and Development Centre of the Thai rubber industry 

encouraged the development of rubber innovation. Its research was conducted 

according to the industrial demand in order to provide fundamental knowledge and 

technology for the application in new rubber products or existing rubber products. 

  5.2.1.2  The Level of Organizational Performance. 

  The results of the research showed that the level of all elements in 

organizational performance in medium-sized industrial business were high. The 

average score of overall performance was higher than innovative performance due to 

some constraints, such as the lack of money, resources, production technology, 

subject matter experts in research and development, and the support from the 

government (Kanchana Sukanthasirikul, 2009),which similar to the Innovation World‟s 

Ranking. It showed that Thailand was ranked 44th out of 110 countries worldwide by 

the Boston Consulting Group (BCG), National Association of Manufacturers (NAM), 

and The Manufacturing Institute (2009).  There was a very low mark (negative 

number) in innovation input, such as budget monies for research and development, 

quality of education, human resources, and innovation performance. The results are 



139 
 

also congruent with the study from Gunday et al. (2011) which described that the 

organizational performance in production, marketing, and finance were higher than 

innovative performance. 

 The comparison results of the average level of organizational performance by 

industrial categories showed that the rubber manufacturing industry had the highest 

level because the rubber manufacturing industry had a high export rate. The 

worldwide rubber demand was still continuing, even during the period of the 

economic crisis. Rubber also was the material for other industries. These reasons 

could enhance the Thai rubber industry‟s potential and competitive capabilities (The 

Federation of Thai Industries, 2011) according to the annual economic report from the 

Federation of Thai Industries in 2013 and 2014. The report showed that for the rubber 

manufacturing industry, rubber production and sales increased with the expansion of 

the domestic rubber market, especially the tyre manufacturing industry which had the 

highest consumption rate. The market of rubber gloves or medical gloves production 

expanded due to the need in the medical industry and the healthy trend of customers 

(The federation of Thai industries, 2013). 

 

 5.2.2  The Factors Effecting Innovativeness and Organizational Performance 

  5.2.2.1  The Factors Effecting Innovativeness. 

  The analysis showed that positive learning affected innovativeness 

because most learning in an organization was initiated by individual commitment to 

learning, shared vision, and open mindedness. These were the basics of continual 

learning and they affected innovativeness in creating new things (Damanpour, 1991 

and Cahill, 1996). It was consistent with the research of Engin and Omur (2012) who 

described that the critical point of the relation between learning innovations was 

learning orientation which was fundamental to the enhancement of innovation and 

overall performance. Furthermore, Baker and Sinkula (1999) discovered that an 

organization which emphasized learning orientation directly affected the increase in 

innovativeness and organizational performance levels. The research by Zahid and Ali 

(2011) described that commitment to learning, a shared vision, and open mindedness 

positively affected innovativeness. The interviews also showed that learning 

orientation would let an organization and its personnel work effectively by utilizing 
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teamwork, learning processes, and understanding. These characteristics provided the 

readiness to address uncertain circumstances; for instance, the economy, changes in 

society, politics and a highly competitive environment. Learning orientation would 

then improve work processes, management, strategies, marketing and products. 

Moreover, it provides the freedom of a thinking environment for personnel; therefore, 

an organization could create new innovation, unique products, and value added 

products. As a result, they could raise their organizational performance. 

  Market orientation positively affected innovativeness because an 

organization that emphasized market orientation would seek the best way to 

continually ensure value added to future and existing customers to gain and sustain 

initiative over its competitors. It included good relationships among its sub-units to 

secure higher profit rates in the long term (Narvar and Slater, 1990). Then the 

initiation of new innovation and unique products would be created to satisfy the 

market's demands (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). This concept was similar to the study 

by Engin and Omur (2012) which described that market orientation needed to develop 

products and service to support the market and satisfy customers‟ demands. Lado and 

Maydeu-Olivares (2000) also described that both European and American companies 

emphasized market orientation, as it affected innovativeness and organizational 

performance. Vazquez et al. (2000) described that market orientation directly affected 

a company's innovativeness, especially product innovativeness. The interview showed 

that innovativeness would be beneficial in producing unique products and services, 

reducing costs and prices, and attracting more target groups. Then, the organization 

could sustain and improve capabilities in a competitive market.  

  In order to create new innovation, a company needs to understand the 

market and creative development. The company analyzes competitor's aspects, such 

as the differences of products, technology, or production processes in order to plan, 

make decisions, revise marketing, strategize, and improve the product or coordinate 

research and development with other organizations. 

  5.2.2.2  The Factors Effecting Organizational Performance. 

  The analysis showed that innovativeness positively affected 

organizational performance because innovativeness was the strategy that emphasized 

improving production processes. Then, the product could have a better standing in the 
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market and attract more customers. Thus, an organization would utilize these 

opportunities to gain initiative and raise organizational performance (Capon et al., 

1992) which was similar to the study by Erdil et al. (2004) which described that a 

company's innovativeness had high level of relationship with innovative performance. 

Several studies showed that innovativeness directly affected the increase in 

organizational performance levels (Capon et al., 1992; Subramanian and Nilakanta, 

1996; Hurley and Hult, 1998; North and Smallbone, 2000; Danneels and 

Kleinschmidt, 2001; Vazquez et al., 2001; Calantone et al., 2002; Erdil et al., 2004; 

Wang and Ahmed, 2004; Hult, Hurley and Knight, 2004; Zahid and Ali, 2005; 

Olavarrieta and Friedmann, 2005; Micheels, 2010; Cláudio et al., 2010; Gunday et al., 

2011; Yusof and Abu-Jarad, 2011; Salim and Sulaiman, 2011; Engin and Omur, 2012 

and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012). The interviews showed that innovativeness could 

provide the difference in products and service, strategies, marketing to satisfy 

customer and market demands, and gain an advantage over   competitors by learning 

from their mistakes then use that as lesson learn to improve the organization's 

products. The learning environment in an organization meant that all personnel 

needed to work together to produce new products. And, all personnel were committed 

to learning, such as continual research and development. Thus, the organization had 

higher sale rates and gained more initiative. 

  Learning orientation positively affected organizational performance 

because learning orientation provides an understanding of other relevant elements in 

the environment. It includes the understanding of the relationship between process 

and marketing in order to accurately satisfy customer's demand and lets the 

organizational performance raise in the long term (Senge, 1990). This was similar to 

the study by Sinkula et al. (1997) which concluded that increasing learning orientation 

affected the improvement of organizational performance in the long term. Later, the 

studies by Baker and Sinkula (1999, 2000) and Slater and Narvar (1999) showed that 

learning orientation had a significant statistical positive relationship with 

organizational performance. Several studies showed that learning orientation directly 

affected the increase in organizational performance (Farrell and Oczkowski, 2002; 

Frank et al., 2010; Felix et al., 2010; Micheels, 2010; Cláudio et al., 2010; Engin and 

Omur, 2012; Louis and Alice, 2012 and Suliyanto and Rahab, 2012). The interviews 



142 
 

showed that learning orientation lets personnel work with effective procedures by 

encouraging working as a team, and increases the knowledge and understanding of 

market factors; for instance, the economy, issues in society, politics, and a highly 

competitive market. Personnel committed to learning then utilized the knowledge to 

improve working processes, management, strategies, marketing and products. The 

freedom of an idea environment lets personnel think creatively. Thus, the initiation of 

new innovation was begun. It resulted in valued added to products. Then, it 

strengthened the organization and raised organizational performance. 

  Market orientation positively affected organizational performance 

because market orientation encouraged an organization to plan strategy and manage 

by customer orientation, profit orientation and accept the important role of marketing 

communication. The organization can then increase the product value and raise 

organizational performance (McNamara, 1972 and Jaworski and Kohli 1993). This 

was supported by the study by Razghandi and Hashim (2012) about the research of 

the relationship between market orientation and organizational performance in Asia 

which published from 1995–2010 as referenced by Ebscohost, Emerald, JSTOR, 

Science Direct, Springer Link and Web of Science by utilizing the computer as a tool 

in the survey. It showed that 58 out of 61 publications related to marketing orientation 

positively affected organizational performance with significant statistical numbers. 

This information was similar to the study by Narver and Slater (1990) and Jaworski 

and Kohli (1993),as well as others, such as Avlonitis and Gounaris (1995), Walter and 

Yiming (2005), Muhammad (2010), and Khamwon and Speece (2010). The 

interviews showed that the market analysis was conducted in order to understand 

customers‟ demands, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and obstacles of its 

competitors. Thus, the company could plan their marketing plan and strategy 

effectively which satisfy customers‟ demands and lets organizational performance 

increase. 

  In conclusion, the results of the study showed that innovativeness, 

learning orientation, and market orientation affected organizational performance 

according to the Resource-Based View which emphasized inner factors. The 

resources inside an organization and their capabilities were critical for organizational 
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development. This would let an organization gain initiative over its competitor 

(Barney, 1991). 

 

 5.2.3  The Effect between Market Orientation and Learning Orientation 

 The results of the study showed that market orientation positively affected 

learning orientation because market orientation was an important part of the learning 

of an organization. Market orientation defines the cultural framework to develop 

learning orientation (Slater and Narvar, 1995). This finding was similar to the study 

by Baker and Sinkula (1999), which described that market orientation reflected the 

behavior of the body of knowledge of an organization. The study by Mavondo (2000) 

described that learning orientation in an organization was the use of knowledge 

depending on the market in order to satisfy customers‟ demands. Engin and Omur 

(2012) and Suliyanto and Rahab (2012) discovered that market orientation directly 

affected learning orientation. The interviews showed that the organization which 

utilized market orientation emphasized customers‟ aspects such as their wants and 

their satisfaction. Moreover, an organization needed to orient itself to its competitors 

and be ready to change strategy in accordance with particular circumstance and 

conditions; for instance, costs, materials, prices, and target groups. Furthermore, the 

adjusted strategy would help an organization to gain initiative over its competitors. In 

order to do so, the company needed to study or analyze the market, such as the 

customers, competitors, products and services, sales channels, business possibilities, 

information coordination, and research and development with other organizations. 

Thus, the learning process would be conducted in the organization and later on 

become new innovation. 

 While the effect of learning orientation on market orientation was trivia. It 

could not describe via original model. The original model deleted the effect line of 

learning orientation on market orientation due to the modification of the model. It was 

so because most  medium-sized industrial businesses  emphasized  high return, 

production for sales, expanding the market, price competition, and improving product 

quality than learning orientation. Medium-sized industrial businesses also lacked 

research and development budget monies (Niti Rattanaprichavej, 2010). Thus, the 

number of market orientation organizations was higher than learning orientation 
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organizations. It was in accordance with the alternative model 1 (deleted effect line of 

learning orientation on market orientation) was more congruent with the empirical 

data than the alternative model 2 (deleted the effect line of market orientation on 

learning orientation). It was also congruent with the results of the study interviews 

which showed that most of production industries emphasized market orientation first 

because they put the customer as the first priority by satisfying their demands. They 

were in a competitive environment and they needed to change strategies to respond to 

changes in circumstances; for instance, production costs, product prices, target 

groups, etc. The changing in strategies derived from the analysis of the market and 

business possibility. 

 However, both of market orientation and learning orientation were accepted 

by many managers and it was agreed that the two concepts needed to be applied 

together (Whitwell and Lukas, 2002). The study showed that market orientation 

indirectly affected innovativeness and organizational performance via learning 

orientation.  This finding is similar to the study by Greenman (2004) which insisted 

that both concepts were important for managers to understand. So, the manager could 

utilize these concepts to adapt to the market environment and effectively respond to 

any threats which could develop innovativeness and effective decision-making. Then, 

the organization‟s performance would increase. The study by Hurley and Hult (1998) 

showed that market orientation would let an organization gain advantage over its 

competitors. Market orientation alone would not work, especially if it became 

organizational culture because the organization would then lack the knowledge to 

create new things. Therefore, the learning environment was still important for an 

organization to develop innovativeness and could let organizational performance rise. 

It was similar to the study by Jaworski and Kohli (1996) which studied the meaning 

of behavioral culture of market orientation and learning orientation. They insisted that 

the two concepts (market orientation and learning orientation) were the organizational 

culture which could provide the advantage in the market.  This was congruent with 

the study interviews. The interviews showed that there were relationships between the 

two concepts. The organization that committed itself to learning and always 

developed itself and shared its opinions and information among sub-units and other 

organization would have market opportunity. It included obtaining accurate market 
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information, which would let an organization develop its strategy, an effective 

marketing plan, and allocate the use of resources. The understanding of customers‟ 

real demand and competitor's potential would let an organization gain more marketing 

effectiveness, then the organization could develop its own innovation that was 

suitable for the market. 

 

5.3  Recommendations 

 

 The study result of market orientation and learning orientation effecting 

innovativeness and organizational performance in medium sized industrial business. 

The recommendations of the application of the study result are as follows. 

 

 5.3.1  Policy Recommendations 

1) The government sector should encourage the creation of innovation 

in the country in order to increase value added to products. It could be done by 

providing budget monies for research and development of new innovation which was 

demanded by the market and which can be produced. It also includes the 

improvement in management and effective patent license protection. 

2) Government organizations which are related to the development of 

the production industries in the country should encourage organizations‟ capabilities, 

especially their knowledge based capability which could improve their products. It 

could be done by integrating all the existing knowledge with a new body of 

knowledge and new technology. Then the knowledge could be used to improve 

industrial potential in the long run.  

3) Government organizations which are related to the development of 

the production industries in the country should encourage the establishment of a 

collaborative network/cluster in each industry. The network would join the industries 

together in development in learning and innovation. It includes the joining of subject 

matter experts. The benefit of the network would not only be effective in joint 

development but this would also let companies develop themselves up to the others' 

standards. 
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 5.3.2  Operational Recommendation 

1) The results of this study showed that innovativeness resulted in an 

increase in organizational performance levels. Thus, medium-sized industrial 

businesses should emphasize developing organizational culture. Medium-sized 

industrial businesses sometimes could not compete with large-sized industrial 

businesses. To increase organizational performance and gain initiative over its 

competitors, the organization had to emphasize special markets which could not be 

satisfied by the large businesses. This could be done by developing five elements of 

innovativeness. These elements include enhancing products by introducing better 

products and services into the market, marketing by developing a unique marketing 

plan, process by developing new procedures and management schemes, changing 

behavior by encouraging personnel to think out of the box, and strategize by 

encouraging research and development and seek new business opportunities. 

2) The study showed that learning orientation increased organizational 

performance. Thus, the manager of the medium-sized industrial businesses should 

encourage personnel to learn continually in three elements.  These elements included a 

commitment to learning, a shared vision, and open mindedness. These elements would let 

all personnel adapted themselves to the changing environment. The learning inside an 

organization would create a knowledge management scheme to establish organizational 

learning. Moreover, the study showed that learning orientation affected innovativeness 

and innovativeness was the mediating variable that transferred effects to an increase in 

organizational performance. The organization needed to integrate learning orientation and 

innovativeness together. The organization also needed to apply these concepts together, 

not either one alone. 

3) The study showed that market orientation affected learning 

orientation and innovativeness, and resulted in an increase in organizational 

performance. Thus, the manager of a medium-sized industrial business should 

emphasize  customer orientation which includes the understanding of target group's 

demand by utilizing the assessment and evaluation system, competitor orientation 

(which includes the understanding of strengths, weaknesses, capabilities, and 

strategies of existing and potential  competitors) in order to plan an effective  strategy 

of its own, and inter functional coordination (which included the management of inner 
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resources and letting sub-units understand and have willingness) to achieve its goals. 

These elements were fundamental information that would be digested in the learning 

process of the organization. Then the organization could develop its own 

innovativeness and increase its organizational performance. 

 

 5.3.3  Recommendations for Future Research 

1) The causal model of market orientation and learning orientation 

effecting innovativeness and organizational performance in medium sized industrial 

businesses was the beginning of the theoretical development. A similar type of model 

needs to be encouraged to develop and test which would include more variables in 

addition to the existing theories or previous studies, such as entrepreneur orientation, 

organizational culture, and leadership. Then the model might be a better fit and could 

explain more about the phenomenon of innovativeness and organizational 

performance. 

2) This study was done by sampling five manufacturing industrial 

groups in medium-sized industrial business. Therefore, the results did not cover large- 

and small=sized industrial businesses or other types of manufacturing industries. 

Thus, the model should be tested with other type of manufacturing industries in order 

to cover a wider population and better results. 

3) This study was cross sectional study covering a given time frame, 

so the results might vary due to the timing of the observed data. Thus, the longitudinal 

study was one of the methodologies to study the development in the industries. The 

results should be close to reality and might be different from cross sectional study. 

4) This study analyzed the data using the LISREL program. The next 

study should be a multi-level analysis in order to compare the results between the 

employee level and the organization level by utilizing HLM (Hierarchical Linear Model). 
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Figure B:1  Front of Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B:2  Front and Back of Questionnaire 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Dear All Whom May Concern: 

 

 1)  This questionnaire was set up to collect data for completing dissertation as 

partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of doctor of public administration, 

School of Public Administration, National Institute of Development Administration. The 

Title of research is “Market Orientation and Learning Orientation in Improving 

Innovativeness and Organizational Performance of Medium Sized Industrial Businesses”. 

I would like to invite you to participate by completing the enclosed questionnaire. 

2)  There were six parts in the questionnaire which were 1) Personal details, 2) 

Company‟s details, 3) Market Orientation, 4) Learning Orientation, 5) Innovativeness 

and 6) Organizational Performance. 

3)  The survey should take no more than ten to fifteen minutes to complete and 

should ideally be completed by top management representatives of the organization, such 

as President, Managing Director, Deputy Managing Director, Assistant Managing 

Director, General Manager or Manager. Your answers will be treated in the strictest 

confidence. 

4)  Please complete the front and back of the two questionnaire sheets and 

return the completed questionnaire using the enclosed Freepost envelope The 

researcher highly thanks you for answering the questionnaire and look forward to 

your response by mail on 18 April 2014 in order to complete this research. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

(Mr. Watcharapun Phasuk) 

Doctor of Public Administration 

School of Public Administration 

National Institute of Development Administration 
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Section 1:  Personal Details. (Please tick  in the appropriate box.) 

 

1. Sex  1)  Male  2)  Female 

     
 

2. Age  1)  <30 years  2)  30-40 years 

   3)  41-50 years  4)  51-60 years 

   5)  >60 years 

 
       

3. Level of Education  1)  Below Bachelors Degree  2)  Bachelors Degree 

   3)  Masters Degree or Higher 

 
       

4. The period of time 

working for company 

 1)  <5 years  2)  5-10 years 

  3)  11-15 years  4)  >15 years 

 
       

5. Present Administrative 

Position 

 1)  President 

  2)  Managing Director 

   3)  Deputy Managing Director 

   4)  Assistant Managing Director 

   5)  General Manager 

   6)  Marketing, Product, Strategic Manager 

   7)  Other……………………………… 

 

Section 2:  Company’s Details. (Please tick  in the appropriate box.) 

 

1. Manufacturing Industry 

Type 

 1)  Automotive Manufacturing Industry 

  2)  Plastic Manufacturing Industry 

   3)  Chemist Manufacturing Industry 

   4)  Rubber Manufacturing Industry 

   5)  Fruits and Vegetable Processing Industry 

 
       

2. Fixed Assets  1)  50-100 million baht  2)  101-150 million baht 

   3)  151-200 million baht 
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3. Number of Employees  1)  50-100 persons  2)  101-150 persons 

   3)  151-200 persons 

 

4. Timing of the Company 

in the Business 

 1)  < 3 years  2)  3-5 years 

  3)  6-10 years  4)  11-15 years 

  5)  16-20 years  6)  >20 years 

 

Section 3-6:  You are requested to read each of the statement carefully and please tick 

 the best response considering the situation of your company. You will find a 

number of general statements with a set of possible responses below such as: 

  6= Agreemost   5= Agreemore 4= Agreequite 

   3= Agreeless  2= Agreelesser 1= Agreeleast 

 

Section 3:  Market Orientation 

Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

1 Our business objectives are driven by customer 

satisfaction. 

      

2 We monitor our level of commitment and orientation 

to serving customers' needs. 

      

3 Our strategy for competitive advantage is based 

on our understanding of customer needs. 

      

4 Our business strategies are driven by our beliefs 

about how we can create greater value for customers. 

      

5 We measure customer satisfaction systematically 

and frequently. 

      

6 We give close attention to after-sales service.       

7 We target customers and customer groups where 

we have, or can develop, a competitive advantage. 

      

8 Our company changed the strategy when there is a 

threat. 
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Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

9 We target customers and customer groups where 

we have, or can develop, a competitive advantage. 

      

10 The top management team regularly discusses 

competitors' strengths and strategies. 

      

11 Our top managers from every function visit our 

current and prospective customers. 

      

12 We communicate information about our successful 

and unsuccessful customer experiences across all 

business functions. 

      

13 All of our business functions (eg. marketing/sales, 

manufacturing, R&D, finance/accounting, etc.) are 

integrated in serving the needs of our target markets. 

      

14 Everybody in company understands how everyone in 

our company can contribute to creating customer 

value. 

      

 

Section 4:  Learning Orientation 

Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

1 All managers agreed that learning capability of all 

employees is the key to establishing the capability 

to gain advantage in competition. 

      

2 The basic values of this business unit include 

learning as a key to improvement. 

      

3 The sense around here is that employee learning is an 

investment, not an expense. 

      

4 Learning in my organization is seen as a key 

commodity necessary to guarantee organizational 

survival. 
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Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

5 There is a total agreement on our organizational 

vision across all levels, functions and divisions. 

      

6 All employees are committed to the goals of this 

organization. 

      

7 All employees view themselves as partners in 

changing the direction of the business unit. 

      

8 We all understand the company goals and are 

ready to commit. 

      

9 We are not afraid to reflect critically on the shared 

assumptions we have made about our customers. 

      

10 Personnel in this enterprise realize that the very 

way they perceive the marketplace must be 

continually questioned. 

      

11 We rarely collectively question our own bias 

about the way we interpret customer information. 

      

12 We continually judge the quality of our decisions 

and activities taken over time. 

      

 

Section 5:  Innovativeness 

Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

1 In comparison with our competitors, our company 

has introduced more innovative products and 

services during the past three years. 

      

2 In new product and service introductions, our 

company is often first-to-market. 

      

3 Our new products and services are often 

perceived very novel by customers. 
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Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

4 In comparison with our competitors, our company 

has a lower success rate in new products and services 

launch. 

      

5 In comparison with our competitors, our 

products‟ most recent marketing program is 

revolutionary in the market. 

      

6 Our recent new products and services are only of 

minor changes from our previous products and 

services. 

      

7 In new product and service introductions, our 

company is often at the cutting edge of 

technology. 

      

8 New products and services in our company often 

take us up against new competitors. 

      

9 We are constantly improving our business 

processes. 

      

10 During the past three years, our company has 

developed many new management approaches. 

      

11 When we cannot solve a problem using 

conventional methods, we improvise on new 

methods. 

      

12 Our company changes production methods at a 

great speed in comparison with our competitors. 

      

13 We get a lot of support from managers if we want 

to try new ways of doing things. 

      

14 In our company, we tolerate individuals who do 

things in a different way. 

      

15 We are willing to try new ways of doing things and 

seek unusual, novel solutions. 
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Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

16 We encourage people to think and behave in 

original and novel ways. 

      

17 Our firm‟s R & D or product development 

resources are not adequate to handle the 

development need of new products and services. 

      

18 Key executives of the firm are willing to take risks 

to seize and explore „chancy‟ growth opportunities. 

      

19 Senior executives constantly seek unusual, novel 

solutions to problems via the use of „idea men‟. 

      

20 When we see new ways of doing things, we are 

last at adopting them. 

      

 

Section 6:  Organizational Performance 

Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

1 The return assets did not meet expectations last 

years. 

      

2 We were very satisfied with the overall performance 

of the company last year. 

      

3 The return on production investments met 

expectations last year. 

      

4 The cash flow situation of the company was not 

satisfactory. 

      

5 The return on marketing investments met 

expectations last year. 

      

6 The prices we receive for our product is higher than 

that of our competitors. 

      

7 The overall performance of the company last year 

exceeded that of our major competitors. 
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Items 
Opinion Levels 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

8 Ability to introduce new products and services to 

the market before competitors. 

      

9 Renewing the administrative system and the mind 

set in line with firm‟s environment. 

      

10 Innovations introduced for work processes and 

methods. 

      

11 Quality of new products and services introduced.       

12 Number of new product and service projects.       

13 Number of innovations under intellectual property 

protection. 

      

 

Thank you for Answering this Questionnaire 

Research
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IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

1.  Characteristic of respondents and company 

 1.1  Position in present? 

 1.2  The period of time working for company? 

 1.3  Timing of the company in the business? 

 1.4  The number of employees in company? 

 1.5  Business objectives? 

 1.6  Key product and service of company? 

 1.7  Customer target group? 

 1.8  Sale channel? 

 

2.  The Factors Effecting Innovativeness and Organizational Performance 

 2.1  Innovativeness 

  1)  What do you think of when you hear the term “Innovativeness” and 

what benefit is it to your business? 

  2)  How are your method to develop new products and services? 

  3)  Has your company ever apply new innovation on work process? And 

how?  

  4)  How your companies encourage employees to develop new products 

and services? 

  5)  Do you think how important innovation to your company process? 

  6)  Do you think innovativeness contributes to the development of 

organizational performance? And how? 

 2.2  Market Orientation 

  1)  What do you think of when you hear the term “Market Orientation” 

and what benefit is it to your business? 

  2)  Do you think market orientation contributes to the development of 

innovativeness and organizational performance? And how? 
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 2.3  Learning Orientation 

  1)  What do you think of when you hear the term “Learning Orientation” 

and what benefit is it to your business? 

  2)  How your encourage employees to learning? 

  3)  Do you think learning orientation contributes to the development of 

innovativeness and organizational performance? And how? 

 

3.  Organizational Performance 

 3.1  Did you satisfied with the overall performance of the company last year?  

 3.2  Did the overall performance of your company last year exceed that of our 

major competitors? And how? 

 3.3  In comparison with your competitors, What are the strengths of your 

company? 

 3.4  In the present, Do you have a project to develop new products and services? 
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APPENDIX E 

 

THE RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS OF THE STUDY SAMPLE 

AND COMPANY BASIC DETAIL
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THE RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS OF THE STUDY SAMPLE 

AND COMPANY BASIC DETAIL 

 

The general details of the study sample consisted of sex, age, educational 

level, period of time working and position. The study sample consisted of 265 

respondents, with male respondents accounting for 58.49 percent and female 

respondents accounting for 41.51 percent. The ages of the study sample were in 

several ranges. The range of 41 to 50 years old comprised the majority, with 42.26 

percent. Those sampled in the range of 51 to 60 years old consisted of 26.42 percent. 

And the minority was the age under 30 years old, which accounted for 3.77 percent. 

The majority educational level was a masters degree, with 50.57 percent. The 

bachelors degree accounted for 40.75 percent and the minority was below a bachelors 

degree with 8.68 percent. The number of years in the company was divided into 

several ranges. The majority was the range of more than 15 years, with 35.09 percent. 

The range of 5 to 10 years was 30.57 percent and the minority was less than 5 years 

with 8.30 percent. The majority position was deputy managing director with 26.79 

percent. The managing director was 24.53 percent and the minority was secretary with 

4.53 percent. The comprehensive details are shown in Table 4.1, as follows: 

 

Table E1  The Number and Percentage of Characteristic of Respondents. 

 

Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

1)  Sex Male 155 58.49 

 Female 110 41.51 

 Total 265 100.00 
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Table E1  (Continued) 

 

Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

2)  Age <30 years 10 3.77 

 30-40 years 50 18.87 

 41-50 years 112 42.26 

 51-60 years 70 26.42 

 > 60 years 23 8.68 

 Total 265 100.00 

3)  Level of Education Below Bachelors Degree 23 8.68 

 Bachelors Degree 108 40.75 

 Masters Degree or Higher 134 50.57 

 Total 265 100.00 

4)  The period of time 

working for company 

<5 years 22 8.30 

5-10 years 81 30.57 

11-15 years 69 26.04 

 > 15 years 93 35.09 

 Total 265 100.00 

5)  Present Administrative 

Position 

Managing Director 65 24.53 

Deputy Managing Director 71 26.79 

 Assistant Managing Director 50 18.87 

 General Manager 43 16.23 

 Marketing, Product, Strategic Manager 24 9.06 

 Secretary 12 4.53 

 Total 265 100.00 

 

The data analysis results of the company profile, which consisted of type of 

manufacturing industry, fixed assets, the number of employees and the period of time 

the company has been in the business, showed that out of 265 companies, the plastic 

manufacturing industrial company was the majority with 32.83 percent. The 

automotive manufacturing industrial company comprised 24.91 percent and the 

minority was rubber manufacturing industrial company comprised 10.19 percent. The 
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amount of fixed assets value was divided into several ranges. The majority range was 

101 to 150 million baht with 58.11 percent. The range of 50 to 100 million baht was 

23.77 percent and the minority was the rage of 151 to 200 million baht with 18.11 

percent. The number of employees in the company was divided into several ranges. 

The majority consisted of the range of 101 to150 personnel with 54.36 percent. The 

range of 151 to 200 personnel was 21.51 percent and the minority was the range of 50 

to 100 personnel with 21.13 percent. There were several ranges for the period of time 

that the company has been in the business. The majority was the range of 11 to 15 

years with 24.15 percent. The range of 6 to 10 years was 23.02 percent and the 

minority was the under 3 years with 8.3 percent. The full details of the results are 

shown in Table 4.2 below. 

 

Table E2  The Number and Percentage of Characteristic of Study Companies. 

 

Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

1) Manufacturing 

Industry Type 

Automotive Manufacturing Industry 66 24.91 

Plastic Manufacturing Industry 87 32.83 

Chemist Manufacturing Industry 55 20.75 

 Rubber Manufacturing Industry 27 10.19 

 Fruits and Vegetable Processing 

Industry 

30 11.32 

 Total 265 100.00 

2) Fixed Assets 50-100 million baht 56 23.77 

 101-150 million baht 152 58.11 

 151-200 million baht 57 18.11 

 Total 265 100.00 

3) Number of 

Employees 

50-100 persons 56 21.13 

101-150 persons 152 57.36 

151-200 persons 57 21.51 

Total 265 100.00 
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Table E2  (Continued) 

 

Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

4) Timing of the company 

in the business 

< 3 years 22 8.30 

3-5 years 26 9.81 

6-10 years 61 23.02 

 11-15 years 64 24.15 

 16-20 years 59 22.26 

 >20 years 33 12.45 

 Total 265 100.00 
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