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V. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

Th(: findings of the study will be presented in two main sections. The first section 

will give the findings obtained from descriptive statistics. The second section will 

discuss the findings obtained from relational hypotheses. 

5.1. Findings Obtained From Descriptive Statistics 

This section will present the descriptive results for each variable that was included in 

the study. 

5.1.1. Organizational Orientation 

In terms of the four organizational orientation types (production, product, sales and 

market orientations), market orientation has the highest mean score (4.4197) over 5. 

This shows that the companies in the sample mostly consider market orientation as 

the most preferred organizational orientation type. When the mean scores for the 

dimensions of market orientation, namely customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and interfunctional coordination are investigated, it is seen that 

companies have a tendency to apply mostly customer orientation followed by 

competitor orientation and interfunctional coordination, respectively. Among the 

individual variables making up the market orientation construct, measuring customer 

satisfaction has the highest mean score (4.7434) over 5 whereas sharing of customer 

information among functions has the lowest mean score (4.0789) over 5. Details of 

the descriptive results for organizational orientation are in Table 5.1. 
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Table 5.1~ Descriptive Results for Organizational Orientation 

Variable n Mean* s 

Production Orientation 152 2.7434 1.0261 
Product Orientation 152 1.9474 0.6386 
Sales Orientation 152 2.1711 0.8037 
Customer Orientation 
Business objectives are driven by 152 4.4474 0.5372 
customer needs. 
We monitor /assess commitment in 152 4.4539 0.4995 
serving customer needs. 
Competitive advantage is based on 152 4.4737 0.5140 
understanding customer needs. 
Strategies are driven by goal of 152 

I 
4.4737 0.5748 

increasing customer value. 
We frequently measure customer 152 4.7434 0.4674 

I satisfaction. 
We pay close attention to after sales 152 4.5789 0.5214 I 
service. 
Competitor Orientation 
We share information about 152 4.5921 0.5318 
competitors. 
We response rapidly to competitor 152 4.2697 0.7455 
actions. 
Management regularly discusses 152 4.6645 0.5009 
competitor strengths/weaknesses. 
We target customers for competitive 152 4.4539 0.5619 
advantage opportunities. 
Interfunctional Coordination 
We share information across 152 4.2829 0.4939 
departments. 
There IS sharing of customer 152 4.0789 0.4534 
information among functions. 
We understand how employees can 152 4.4737 0.5140 
create customer value. 
There IS functional integration In 152 4.1711 0.4113 
strategy. 
We share resources among business 152 4.1382 0.3995 
units. 
Total Score for Customer 152 4.5285 0.3859 
Orientation 
Total Score for Competitor 152 4.4951 0.4766 
Orientation 
Total Score for Interfunctional 1152 4.2289 0.3022 
Coordination 
Total Score for Market Orientation 1152 4.4197 0.2973 
• Scale: I-Strongly dIsagree 5-Strongly agree 
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5.1.2. Strategic Orientation 

Among the six strategic orientations (aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness, riskiness), futurity has the highest mean score (4.3503) over 5 

and aggressiveness has the lowest means score (2.2961) over 5. This shows that 

companies in the sample have a tendency to be prepared for future environmental 

situations, but they show a hesitancy to rapidly deploy their resources to improve 

their market position. As a result of low mean score for aggressiveness orientation, 

variables composing this construct" have' also mean 'Scores1ower than~2S over 5. The

lowest mean score belongs to the variable of seeking market share position at the 

expense of cash flow and profitability. This is again an indicator for the hesitancy of 

the firms to put their resources into danger for improving market position. Being 

prepared for future environmental situations requires the usage of research. This can 

also be found in the mean results since 'emphasizing basic research to provide future 

competitive advantage', a variable of futurity, has the highest mean score (4.6513) 

over 5. For the remaining strategic orientations, it can be said that firms in the sample 

have a higher tendency to adopt defensiveness (4.2807) and analysis (4.1941) 

orientations and somewhat a lower tendency to adopt proactiveness (3.9227) and 

riskiness (3.3520). As a summary these mean scores all together indicate that firms in 

the sample want to be ready for future situations buy they also prefer to do this 

without taking too much risk. The mean scores for strategic orientation variables can 

be found in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5 .. 2. Descriptive Results for Strategic Orientation 

Variable n Mean* s 
Aggressiveness 
We often sacrifice profitability to gain market share. 152 2.2632 0.7611 
We often cut prices to increase market share. 152 2.2763 0.6827 
We often set prices below competition. 152 2.4605 0.8289 
We often seek market share position at the expense of cash 152 2.1842 0.6849 
flow and profitability 
Analysis 
We emphasize effective coordination among different 152 4.1118 0.3162 
functional areas. 
Our information systems provide support for decision 152 4.1447 0.4661 
making. -
When confronted with a major decision, we usually try to 152 4.2829 0.4518 
develop through analysis. 
We use several planning techniques. 152 4.3092 0.4914 
We use the outputs of management information and 152 4.2237 0.4486 
control systems 
We commonly use manpower planning and performance 152 4.0921 0.4509 
appraisal of senior managers. 
Defensiveness 
We occasionally conduct significant modifications to 152 3.4803 0.7803 
manufacturing technology. * * 
We often use cost control systems for monitoring 152 4.1316 0.3933 
performance. 
We often use production management techniques. 152 4.3882 0.5643 
We often emphasize product quality through the use of 152 4.3224 0.5095 
quality circles. 
Futurity 
We emphasize basic research to provide us with future 152 4.6513 0.4917 
competitive edge. 
Forecasting key indicators of operations is common. 152 4.1776 0.4003 
Formal tracking of significant general trends is common. 152 4.3882 0.5153 
We often conduct what if analyses of critical issues. 152 4.1842 0.4663 
Proactiveness 
We are constantly seeking new opportunities related to 152 4.2763 0.6428 
present operations. 
We are usually the first ones to introduce new brands or 152 4.1250 0.7661 
products/services on the market. 
We are constantly on the look for businesses that can be 152 3.8947 0.7560 
acquired. 
Operations in later stages of the life cycle are strategically 152 3.3947 0.6214 
eliminated. ) 
Riskiness 
We seem to adopt a rather conservative view when making 152 3.7303 0.7717 
major decisions. ***R 
New projects are approved on a stage by stage basis rather 152 3.6645 0.7182 
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than with blanket approval. ***R 
We have a tendency to support projects where the expected 152 3.0263 0.8374 
returns are certain. * * * R 
Our operations have generally followed the tried and true 152 2.9868 0.7545 
paths. ***R 
Total Score for Aggressiveness 152 2.2961 0.6065 
Total Score for Analysis 152 4.1941 0.2899 
Total Score for Defensiveness 152 4.2807 0.3857 
Total Score for Futurity 152 4.3503 0.3333 
Total Score for r>roactiveness 152 3.9227 0.4977 
Total Score for Riskiness 152 3.3520 0.5684 

-*Scale. I-Strongly dIsagree ,-Strongly agree 
**Deleted item according to Cronbach's alpha values 
***R = reverse coded. 

5.1.3. Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture was measured by 16 questions. These 16 questions are given 

to the respondents in 4 groups, each group having 4 questions in themselves. The 

respondents are asked to distribute 100 points among each of the four groups. The 

culture scores were then computed by adding four values for each culture type. 

Therefore at the maximum, a culture score can be 400, but this is not the most likely 

case since the businesses usually have some mixture of the four organizational 

culture types. Among the four cultural types (clan, adhocracy, hierarchy and market), 

market culture type has the highest mean score (114.5724) followed by adhocracy 

culture type (111.0855). Clan culture has a mean score of 92.0724 and hierarchical 

culture type has the lowest mean score (82.0724). Firms in this sample seem to 

mostly adopt market culture showing their emphasis on competitive advantage and 

market superiority. Emphasis of competitive actions and achievement (31.9737) 

together with emphasis on tasks and goal accomplishment (29.5724) have the highest 

mean scores among all variables. Another mostly adopted culture type is adhocracy 

culture (111.0855) with its emphasis on innovation and entrepreneurship. 

Commitment to development and innovation is the variable that has the highest mean 

(28.9145) among the variables making up the adhocracy culture. Respondents of this 
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sample indicated that their strategic business units are less likely to adopt clan 

(92.0724) and hierarchy cultures (82.0724). The descriptive results for organizational 

culture can be found in Table 5.3. 

Table 5.3. Descriptive Results for Organizational Culture 

Variable n Mean* s 
My organization is a very personal place. It is like an 152 23.6513 7.3007 
extended family. People seem to share a lot themselves. 
The head of my organization is generally considered to be 152 20.5263 7.7021 
a mentor, sage or a father or mother figure. 
The glue that holds my organization togethe[ is loyalty and 152 22.7303 6.3516 
tradition. Commitment to this firm runs high .. 
My organization emphasizes human resources. High cohesion 152 25.3289 5.2949 
and morale in the firm are important. 
Tot~l Score for Clan Culture 152 92.0724 18.5879 
My organization is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial 152 28.1250 6.8283 
place. People are Willing to stick their necks out and take 
risks. 
The head of my organization is generally considered to be 152 27.8289 7.7132 
an entrepreneur, an innovator or a risk taker. 
The glue that holds my organization together is a commitment 152 28.9145 6.9985 
to innovation and development. There is an 
emphasis on being first. 
My organization emphasizes growth and 

.. 
152 26.0855 5.7231 acqumng new 

resources. Readiness to meet new challenges is important. 
Total Score for Adhocracy Culture 152 111.0855 19.3599 
My organization is a very formalized and structural 152 20.1974 8.4938 
place. Established procedures generally govern what people do. 
The head of my organization is generally considered to be 152 27.1711 6.3211 
A coordinator, an organizer, or an administrator. 
The glue that holds my organization together is formal rules 152 18.9803 7.5103 
and policies. Maintaining a smooth-running institution is 
important here. 
My organization emphasizes permanence and stability. 152 16.2829 6.0761 
efficient, smooth operations are important. 
Total Score for Hierarchy Culture 152 82.0724 22.1631 
My organization is a very production oriented. A major 152 27.8947 7.0833 
concern is with getting the job done, without much 
personal involvement. 
The head of my organization is generally considered to be 152 24.8355 7.8144 
a producer, a technician, or a hard-driver. I 
The glue that holds my organization together is the emphasis 152 29.5724 6.0883 
on tasks and goal accomplishment. A production orientation 
is commonly shared. 
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My organization emphasizes 
.. 

competItIve actions and 152 31.9737 5.6427 
, achievement. Measurable goals are important 
. Total Score for Market Culture 152 114.5724 '18.2871 

- . *Scale: Mmunum 0, maxImum 400 pomts. 

5.1.4. Organizational Capability 

Companies in this sample find spanning capabilities most important (4.7566) 

immediately followed by outside-in capabilities (4.7155). Importance given to 

inside-out capabilities is still high, getting a mean score of 4.5150 over 5, but when 

compared with the importance given to spanning and outside-in capabilities, it stands 

relatively leVier." Among the spanning capabilities, customer service delivery 

capability (4.9211) and customer order fulfillment capability (4.8882) get the highest 

mean scores. Customer linking (4.8289) and market sensing (4.8026) capabilities are 

the two variables getting the highest mean scores among the outside-in capabilities. 

Finally for the inside-out capabilities, the highest mean score belongs to 

manufacturing or operational capability (4.6513) and the lowest score belongs to 

technology development capability (4.3487). The descriptive results with respect to 

organizational capabilities can be found in Table 5.4. 

Table 5.4. Descriptive Results for Organizational Capabilities 

Variable n Mean* s 
Market sensing capability 152 4.8026 0.3993 
Customer linking capability 152 4.8289 0.3949 
Channel bonding capability 152 4.7895 0.4832 
Technology monitoring capability 152 4.4408 0.6275 
Total Score for Outside-In Capabilities 152 4.7155 0.3559 
Financial management capability 152 4.5987 0.4917 
Cost control capability 152 4.5921 0.5063 
Technology development capability 152 4.3487 0.6118 --.--.--
Logistics capability 152 4.6118 0.5643 
Manufacturing or operational capability 152 4.6513 0.5306 
Human resources management capability 152 4.3816 0.5630 
The capability for preserving and improving 152 4.4211 0.6358 
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health and safety. 
Total Score for Inside-Out Capabilities 152 4.5150 0.3255 
Customer order fulfillment capability 152 4.8882 0.3556 
Pricing capability 152 4.6382 0.4821 
Purchasing capability 152 4.6711 0.4852 
Customer service delivery capability 152 4.9211 0.2705 
New product/service development capability 152 4.5987 0.5180 
Strategy development capability 152 4.8224 0.3834 
Total Score for Spanning Capabilities 152 4.7566 0.2824 
*scee: I=Not Important at all 5=Very Impof.lant 

5.1.5. Organizational Form 

Among the four organizational forms, network form has the highest mean score over 

5 (4.5461) closely followed by relational form (4.4967). Respondents were 

somewhat neutral for hierarcl1ical form (mean score= 3.3092) being the form type 

close to their strategic business unit and they were more closer to the negative end of 

the continuum for the transactional form (mean score= 2.0197). Descriptive results 

for organizational form are in Table 5.5. 

Table 5.5. Descriptive Results for Organizational Form 

Variable n Mean* s 
Total Score for Hierarchical form 152 3.3092 0.9713 
Total Score for Transactional form 152 2.0197 0.5921 
Total Score for Relational form 152 4.4967 0.5016 
Total Score for Network form 152 4.5461 0.5126 
*Scale: I-Strongly disagree 5-Stronglyagree 

Besides looking at organizational form types in total, it will be more meaningful to 

analyze frequencie~ of each typology separately. Valid percents for the 

organizational form are in Table 5.6. 
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Table 5.6. Valid Percents for Organizational Form 

Scale Values Hierarchical Transactional Relational Network ;;: 

Form (%) Form(%) Form (%) Form (%) 
1 3.3 13.8 0 0 

2 21.7 73 0 0 

3 ·20.4 10.5 0 0.7 

4 50 2.6 50.3 . 44.1 

5 4.6 0 49.7 55.3 

Total 100 100 100 100 

For the hierarchical form, 20.4% of the respondents were neutral for the agreement 

of the question. 25% of the respondents (3.3% for 1,21.7% for 2) do not agree that 

this type of organizational is typical of their strategic business unit. More than half of 

the respondents (%50 for 4 and 4.6% for 5) agreed that this organizational form type 

is typical for their strategic business unit. 

For the transactional form, 86.8% of the respondents (l3.8% for 1 and 73% for 2) did 

not agree that this form is typical for their strategic business unit. 10.5 % of the 

respondents were neutral and 2.6% were somewhat close to the positive end of the 

continuum. None of the respondents considered the 5th point alternative which shows 

strong agreement with the typicality of the organizational form with strategic 

business unit. 

For the relational form, all of the respondents were close to the positive end of the 

c.ontinuum indicating that 100 % of the respondents believed that relational form is 
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the typical organizational form for their strategic business units (50.3 % for 4 and 

49.7 % for 5). 

Similar to relational form, for the network form nearly (except for the neutral 

tendency of 0.7 % of the respondents) 100% of the respondents agreed that network 

form best describ€s their strategic business units. The percentage of respondents 

showing strong agreement with the typicality of this form (55.3%) is higher than the 

percentage of respondents showing strong agreement with the typicality of relational 

form (49.7). Paralelly, percentage of respondents showing agreement (choosing 4 out 

of the 5 point continuum) with the typicality ofnetwe>rk form (44.1%) is somewhat 

lower than the percentage of respondents showing agreement with the typicality of 

relational form (50.3%). 

5.1.6. Organizational Innovation 

The total mean score for organizational innovation (3.9572) indicates that firms in 

the sample are close to the positive end of the 5-point continuum. The respondents 

have considered their strategic business units as innovative since the most positive 

and also highest mean scores come from the variable of 'first to market new 

products/services' (4.1645) and from the variable of 'at the cutting edge of 

technological innovation' (4.1316). The mean scores for the reverse coded items that 

is for the items denoting a hesitancy for innovation are 3.7697 for later entrance in 

established but still growing markets and 3.7632 for entrant in stable markets. The 

descriptive results for organizational innovation is shown in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7. Descriptive Results for Organizational Innovation 

Variable n Mean* s 
First to market new products and services 152 4.1645 0.7611 
Later entrant in established but still growing markets**R 152 3.7697 0.6827 
Entrant in mature stable markets **R 152 3.7632 0.8289 
At the cutting edge of technological innovation 152 4.1316 0.6849 
Total Score for Organizational Innovation. 152 3.9572 0.4361 
*Scale: I=Never 5-Always 
**R= Reverse coded 

5.1.7. Organizational Learning 

The total mean score for organizational learning (4.0121) indicates that strategic 

business units in the sample have a positive overall tendency for learning. Among the 

dimensions of organizational learning, the highest mean score belongs to information 

dissemination (4.0746) immediately followed by information acquisition (4.0241). 

Shared interpretation dimension has a little bit lower mean score (3.9474) but it still 

is near to the positive end of the 5 point continuum. These mean scores indicate that 

strategic business units of the sample have serious attempts for information 

acquisition, information dissemination and shared interpretation. Overall, they 

identify themselves as organizational learners when one examines the total mean 

score of organizational leaning (4.0121). When the variables making up the 

organizational learning construct are investigated, it is seen that the lowest mean 

score is for 'emphasis given to acquiring information from externally-focused 

experience by using small-scale market experiments, large-scale demonstration 

projects' (3.7368). If the deleted variable because of low Cronbach's alpha value is 

ignored, the variable having the highest mean score (4.1842) is 'encouragement for 

attending formal developmental activities like training, professional seminars, 

symposia'. The descriptive results for organizational learning can be found in Table 

5.8. 



Table 5.S. Descriptive Results for Organizational Learning 

Variable n Mean* s 
Our strategic business unit does not give emphasis to 152 4.1711 0.5118 
acquiring information from internally-focused experience. 
***R 
Our strategic business unit gives emphasis to acquiring 152 3.7368 0.6783 
information from externally-focused experience by using 
small-scale market experiments, large-scale demonstration 
projects, ete. 
Our strategic business unit gives emphasis to acquiring 152 4.1118 0.4236 
information from the experience of others through 
common practices like benchmarking, forming joint 
ventures, networking, making strategic alliances, working 
with lead customers, etc. 
Our strategic business unit provides opportunities for 152 4.0000 0.4603 
individual development other than formal training like 
work assignments and job rotation. 
Our strategic business unit does not encourage its members 152 4.1842 0.5569 
to attend formal developmental activities like training, 
professional seminars, symposia. ***R 
Important knowledge in our strategic business unit is 152 3.9408 0.5426 
recorded in information systems, operating procedures, 
mission statements, strategic business unital stories etc. so 
that people can have access to this strategic business unital 
memory. 
Total Score for Information Acquisition 152 4.0241 0.3307 
In our strategic business unit, information is accessible in 152 4.0132 0.4455 
a broader context by all strategic business unital players 
who might use or be affected by it. 
Our strategic business unit does not put emphasis on 152 4.3355 0,6083 
multifunctional activities and discussions. ** 
Our strategic business unit puts emphasis on information 152 4.1316 0.3581 
exchange among departments. 
Our strategic business unit puts emphasis on the removal 152 4.0789 0.3552 
of functional barriers that impede the flow of information 
among departments. 
Total Score for Information Dissemination 152 4.0746 0.2951 
Our strategic business unit continually attempts to reach 152 3.8487 0.5368 
a consensus on the meaning of information and its 
implications for business. 

<"-

In our strategic business unit, the ramifications of 152 3.9539 0.4042 
alternative action plans are carefully considered through 
effective conflict resolution processes. 
In our strategic business unit, conflict resolution is 152 3.9934 0.3723 ~ 

~nhanced by the development of group norms that 
encourage open sharing of information. 
In our strategic business unit, conflict resolution is 152 3.9934 0.3902 
not enhanced by the development of group norms that 
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remove constraints on information and 
flows. ***R 
Total Score for Shared Interpretation 
Total Score for Organizational Learning 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly disagree 5=Strongly agree 
"*Deleted'item according to Cronbach's alpha values 
***R = reverse coded, 

5.1.8. Market-Related Factors 

communication 

152 3.9474 0.3460 
152 4.0121 0.2702 

Four market related factors namely market turbulence, competitive intensity, 

technological turbulence and market growth are investigated in this study. 

Respondents in the sample indicated that highest agreement level for competitive 

intensity (mean score= 4.0855). Strategic business units in this sample believe that 

they operate in highly competitive markets. 

The mean score of 3.9013 over 5 for market growth shows that strategic business 

units operate in markets that are close to growing markets. It will be more clarifying 

to investigate the frequencies for market growth. Valid percentages for market 

growth can be seen in Table 5.13. According to the valid percentages, 75 % of the 

respondents identify their markets as growing and 9.2% as rapidly growing. 12.5 % 

of the respondents see their markets as neither declining nor growing. Finally, 3.3 % 

of the respondents indicated that their markets are declining. 

Technological turbulence is the market related factor that has the third highest mean 

score (3.5592). This shows that strategic business units in the sample are more close 

to the technologically turbulent end of the 5-point continuum. When the variables 

composing the technological turbulence dimension are investigated, it is seen that 

respondents assert that the technological developments in their industries are far from 

being minor on the average (mean score 3.7171). 
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The lowest mean score among the four market related factors is for market 

turbulence with a mean score of 3.4276 over 5. This mean score is still close to the 

positive end of the continuulll indicating that the markets firms operate in are 

somewhat turbulent. It is interesting to note that strategic business units in the sample 

witness demand for their products and services from customers who never bought 

them (mean score 4.0789) indicl:lting high potemial of new prospects in their 

markets. Also, these new customers demand new products and services (mean score 

3.8882). The descriptive results for market turbulence, competitive intensity, 

technological turbulence and market growth can be found in Tables 5.9, 5.10, 5.11 

and 5.12 respectively. The valid percents for market growth can be seen in Table 

5.13. 

Table 5.9. Descriptive Results for Market Turbulence 

Variable n Mean* s 
In our kind of business, 152 3.4671 1.0093 
customers'product/service preferences change 
quite a bit over time. **R 
Our customers tend to look for new 152 3.8882 0.8101 
products/services all the time. 
We are witnessing demand for our products and 152 4.0789 0.4534 
services from customers who never bought them 
before. 
New customers tend to have product/service 152 3.2500 0.8707 
related needs that are different from those of our 
existing customers. 
We cater to many of the same customers that we 152 2.4539 0.8042 
used to in the past. * *R 
Total Score for Market Turbulence 152 3.4276 I 0.5782 

-*Scale: I-Strongly dIsagree )-Strongly agree 
**R =Reverse coded 
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Table 5.10. Descriptive Results for Competitive Intensity 

Variable n Mean* s 
Competition in our industry is cutthroat. 152 4.3816 0.5390 
There are many promotion wars in Dur industry. 152 4.2697 0.6805 
Anything that one competitor can offer, others 152 3.8553 0.8171 
can match readily. 
Price competition is a hallmark of our industry. 152 3.9539 0.8561 
One hears of a new competitive move almost 152 3.9934 0.8258 
every day. 
Our competitors are relatively weak. **R 152 4.0592 0.6733 
Total Score for Competitive Intensity 152 4.0855 0.5651 
*Scale: I-Strongly disagree 5-Strongly agree 
**R =Reverse coded 

Table 5.l!. Descriptive Results for Technological Turbulence 

Variable n Mean* s 
The technology in our industry is changing 152 3.5329 0.7713 
rapidly. 
Technological changes provide big opportunities 152 3.500 0.8218 
in our industry. 
A large number of new product/service ideas 152 3.4868 0.8534 
have been made possible through technological 
breakthroughs in our industry. 
Technological developments in our industry is 152 3.7171 0.8567 
rather minor. * *R 
Total Score for Technological Turbulence 152 3.5592 0.7610 
*Scale: I-Strongly disagree 5-Strongly agree 
**R =Reverse coded 

Table 5.12. Descriptive Results for Market Growth 

Variable In I Mean* s 
Market growth 1152 I 3.9013 0.5841 

*Scale: I=Rapidly declining 5=Rapidly growing 

Table 5.13. Valid Percents for Market Growth 

Scale Values Market 
Growth (%) 

1 0 
2 

,.., ,.., 
,).,) 

3 125 
4 75 
5 9.2 
Total 100 .-J 
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5.1.9. Employee Responses 

The total score for employee responses (mean=3.9615) is very close to the positive 

end of the 5-point continuum. Therefore, on the average respondents in the sample 

show favorable responses toward their strategic business units. There are two main 

-
dimensions of employee responses. These are organizational commitment and esprit 

de corps. The mean scores for these two dimensions are 4.0000 and 3.9156 

respectively. These scores are very close to each other and are in the range of 

positive end of the 5-point continuum. Respondents agree that they are committed to 

their strategic' business units and there is esprit de corps in their strategic business 

units. For the variables making up the organizational commitment dimension, the 

highest mean score belongs to 'being proud to work for the business unit' (4.2895). 

For the variables making up the esprit de corps dimension, the highest mean score 

belongs to 'a team spirit pervades all ranks in this business unit' (4.1382). The 

results of the descriptive analysis for employee responses are in Table 5.14. 

Table 5.14. Descriptive Results for Employee Responses 

Variable n Mean* s 
Employees feel as though their future is intimately 152 3.8553 0.4801 
linked to that of this strategic business unit. 
Employees would be happy to make personal 152 3.9605 0.5624 
sacrifices if it were important for the business 
unit's well-being. 
The bonds between this strategic business unit and 152 3.9803 0.6140 
its employees are weak. **R 
In general, employees are proud to work for this 152 4.2895 0.5711 
business unit. 
Employees often go above and beyond the .~all of 152 4.0395 0.5259 
duty to ensure this business unit's well-being. 
Our people have little or no commitment to this, 152 3.9737 0.6505 
business unit. * *R 

! 

It is clear that employees are fond of this business 152 3.9079 0.4045 
unit. 
Total Score for Organizational Commitment 152 4.0000 0.3551 
People III this business unit are genuinely 152 4.0461 0.5190 
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concerned about the needs and problems of each 
other. '. 
A team spirit pervades all ranks in this business 152 4.1382 0.5280 
unit. 
Working for this business unit is like being a part 152 3.9211 0.6461 
of a big family. 
People in this business unit feel emotionally 152 3.9276 0.6208 
attached to each other. 
This business unit lacks an esprit de corps. **RC 152 3.9737 0.6084 
People in this business. unit view themselves as 152 3.4868 0.7719 
independent individuals who have to tolerate 
others around them. 
Total Score for Esprit de Corps 152 3.9156 0.3991 
Total Score for Employee Responses 152 3.9615 0.3368 
*Scale: l=Strongly disagree 5=Stronglyagree 
**R =Reverse coded 

5.1..10. Customer Satisfaction 

Total customer satisfaction mean score (82.7796) over 100 indicates that respondents 

believe their customers are satisfied on the average. Satisfaction with the business 

unit in general (mean score=83.9474) is perceived by the respondents to be 

somewhat higher than satisfaction with the products and services of the business unit 

(mean score =81.6118). In order to have a more detailed picture for the overall 

satisfaction scale, it will be helpful to analyze the frequencies. According to the valid 

percentages, 26.3 % of the respondents believe that their customers are 90% satisfied 

and 2% of the respondents believe that their customers are 95% satisfied. 51.4% of 

the respondents indicated customer satisfaction percentages between the range of 80-

87.5% (25.7% of the respondents indicated 80% satisfaction, 21.1% of the 

respondents indicated 85% satisfaction, 3.3% of the respondents indicated 87.5% 

satisfaction and 1.3% of the respondents indicated 82.5% satisfaction). Finally, 20.5 

% of the respondents told that their customers are satisfied between the ranges of 65-

~7.5% (11.2% of the respondents indicated 75% satisfaction, 6.6 % of the 

respondents indicated 70% satisfaction, 1.3% of the respondents indicated 65% 

satisfaction and 0.7% of the respondents indicated 72.5% and 77.5 % satisfaction). 
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None of the respondents indicated a satisfaction level below 65% which still can be 

considered more than the average satisfaction out of a 100-point continuum. The 

descriptive results and valid percentages for customer satisfaction are in Table 5.15. 

and 5.16 respectively. 

Table 5.15. Descriptive Results for Customer Satisfaction 

Variable n Mean* s 
Satisfaction with products and services of the 152 81.6118 7.4496 
business unit 
Satisfaction with the business unit in general 152 83.9474 6.7508 
Total Customer Satisfaction Score 152 82.7796 6.5770 
*Scale: O=Completely DlssatJsfied lOO=Completely Satisfied 

Table 5.16. Valid Percents for Customer Satisfaction 

Scale Values Customer 
Satisfaction 
(%) 

65 1.3 
70 6.6 
72,50 0.7 
75 11.2 
77,50 0.7 
80 25.7 
82,50 1.3 
85 21.1 
87,50 3.3 
90 26.3 
95 2.0 
Total 100 

5.1.11. Organizational Performance 

Organizational performance is assessed by three scales. These scales measured 

comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and overall 

performance. Within these three measures, the highest mean score belongs to overall 

performance (3.9934). It shows strategic business unit's overall performance is near 
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to the positive end of the 5-point continuum. The total mean score for comparative 

performance is 3.6867 and this is again close to the positive end of the continuum. 

Total mean score for performance compared to objectives is 3.5461 and this is the 

lowest mean score among the three total performance measures. For comparative 

performance, profitability (mean score= 3.8421) and % sales growth (mean score= 

3.7961) has the highest mean scores. The lowest mean scores for the comparative 

performance dimension belongs to 'sales generated by new products and services' 

(mean = 3.44934) and 'number of successful products/services' (mean = 3.5461). 

For performance compared to objectives dimension, the highest evaluation is for 

product/service quality (mean = 3.7961), followed by customer retention (mean = 

3.7237). the lowest but still positive evaluation was for customer satisfaction (mean 

= 3.6842). Although the respondents perceived that their customers are on the 

average 82.77% satisfied (Table 5.15), here they somewhat reported lower levels for 

customer satisfaction with respect to stated objectives. This may stem from the fact 

that strategic business unit's targeted customer satisfaction levels are higher than 

82.77 %. 

For overall performance (total mean = 3.9934), respondents gave positive 

evaluations. Respondents indicated that overall performance of their business units 

were good (mean = 4.0197) and their performance with respect to major competitors 

is also good (mean = 3.9671). 

The perceived total performance is computed by averaging all scores for comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and overall performance. The 
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mean for this evaluation is 3.8957, which is closer to the 'good'evaluations. The 

companies in the sample perceived themselves to be higher than average performers. 

It should he noted that the author attempted to assess objective performance, in other 

words actual figures with respect to total sales revenue, unit sales, market share, new 

products launches, profit is asked to the respondents. Because these figures change 

aocording to the different sectors the firms operate in and according to the 

products/services of the companies, these criteria is left out of the scope of this study. 

Further research can investigate similarities and differences among the strategic 

business units with respect to objective performance measures and compare it with 

the results obtained from subjective performance measures. Because of the stated 

reasons, objective performance measures are not reported here and throughout the 

study. All the further analyses are done with subjective (perceived) performance 

measures. 

The descriptive results with respect to comparative performance, performance 

compared to objectives, overall performance and total perceived performance can be 

found in Tables 5.17, 5.18, 5.19, and 5.20 respectively. 
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Table 5.17. Descriptive Results for Comparative Performance 

Variable n Mean* s 
When compared with major competitors over 
the past year 
Business unit's market share 152 3.6842 0.9794 
Business unit's market share growth 152 3.7237 0.8929 
Business unit's sales growth in % 152 3.7961 0.8083 
Number of successful products/services 152 3.5461 0.7532 
introduced by the business unit 
Percentage of sales generated by new 152 3.4934 0.7889 
products/services in the business unit 
Business unit's profitability 152 3.8421 0.8772 
Business unit's total sales revenue in TL 152 3.7105 0.9603 
Business unit's sales volume in units 152 3.6974 0.9700 
Total Score for Comparative Performance ... 152 3.6867 0.7374 
*Scale .. 1- Poor 5-Excellent 

Table 5.18. Descriptive Results for Performance Compared to Objectives 

Variable n Mean* s I 
Performance of the strategic business unit I 

I relative to stated objectives about 
Customer satisfaction 152 3.6842 0.9794 ! 
Customer retention 152 3.7237 0.8929 I 
Product/service quality 152 3.7961 0.8083 i 

" Total Score for Performance Compared to 152 3.5461 0.7532 I 

I 
Objectives I 

.. - .. 
*Scale: 1 = Much worse than competitIOn ~=Much better than competition 

Table 5.19. Descriptive Results for Overall Performance 

Variable n Mean* s 
Overall performance of the business unit 152 4.0197 0.5921 
Overall performance relative to major competitors 152 3.9671 0.6945 
Total Score for Overall Performance 152 3.9934 0.6276 
*Scale: 1= Poor 5=Excellent 

Table 5.20. Descriptive Results for Total Perceived Performance 

Variable n Mean* s 
Total score for Perceived Performance (including 152 3.8957 0.6168 
overall performance, performance compared to 
objectives and comparative performance) 
*Scale: 1- Poor -~-Excellent 
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5.1.12. Sector 

A little over 36% of the strategic business units were in the manufacturing sector, 

49% were in the service sector. 5.3% of the strategic business units defined their 

sectors as retail and 26.3% of the strategic business units define their sectors as 

FMCG (fast moving consumer goods). The detailed descriptive results are given in 

Table 5.21. 

Table 5.21. Descriptive Results for the Sector of the Business Unit 

., Frequende~ ., .••• ,« Valid Percent 
Manufacturing 55 36.2 
Service 49 32.2 
Retail 8 5.3 
FMCG 40 26.3 
Total 152 100 

5.1.13. Served Market 

The descriptive results for the served market reveal that 64.5% of the questionnaires 

were from consumer market, 30.2% were from service market and 5.3% were from 

industrial market. Descriptive results can be found in Table 5.22. 

Table 5.22. Descriptive Results for the Served Market of the Business Unit 

Frequencies Valid Percent 
Consumer Market 98 64.5 
Industrial Market 8 5.3 
Service Market 46 30.2 
Total 152 100 

5.1.14. Operation Area 

When descriptive results for operational area are investigated, it is seen that 20.4% of 

the strategic business units operate in food and drinks area followed by health 
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(18.4%), household goods (17.8%), and FMCG (11.8%). The remaining 31.6% of 

the questionnaires were from different operational areas. The details of the 

descriptive results with respect to operational area can be found in Table 5.23. 

Table 5.23. Descriptive Results for the Operational Area 

,-
Frequeucies Valid Percent 

Food and drinks 31 20.4 
Household goods 27 17.8 
Financial services 2 1.3 
Health 28 18.4 
Cosmetics 2 1.3 
Construction/CQntracting 9 5.9 
Textile 3 2.0 
Paints 6 3.9 
FMCG 18 11.8 
Information Technology 11 7.2 
Tourism 1 0.7 
Automotive 4 2.6 
Pen 1 0.7 
Power 1 0.7 
Electronics 3 2.0 
Tire 2 1.3 
Out of Home Usage 1 0.7 I 
Gas 2 1.3 I 

I 

Total 152 100 I 

5.1.15. ProductlBrand Specification 

It is found that 67.1% of the strategic business units use individual brand names. 

25.7% of the strategic business units use company name as their brand name and 

7.2% prefers the combination of individual brand name with company name. The 

details of the product/brand specification can be seemed in Table 5.24. 
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Table 5.24. Descriptive Results for ProductlBrand Specification 

Frequencies Valid Percent 
Individual Brand Name 102 67.1 
Compa..'1Y Name 39 25.7 
Individual Brand Name with Company Name 11 7.2 
Total 152 100 

5.1.16. Number of Full-Time Employees of the Company 

It is seen that 77.6% of the companies have more than 750 employees and the 

remaining 22.4% have employees less than 750. The details of the number of 

employees of the companies can be seen in Table 5.25. 

Table 5.25. Descriptive Results for Number of Full-Time Employees of the 

Company 

Frequencies Valid Percent 
<100 5 3.3 
100-250 15 9.9 
251-500 10 6.6 
501-750 4 2.6 
> 750 118 77.6 
Total 152 100 

5.1.17. Number of Full-Time Employees ofthe Strategic Business Unit 

Table 5.26 shows that 48 % of the strategic business units have more than 750 

employees, and 20.4% have less than 100 employees. The details of the number of 

employees of the strategic business unit can be seen in Table 5.26. 
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Table 5..26. Descriptive Results for Number of Full-Time Employees of the 

Strategic Business Unit 

Frequencies Valid Percent 
<100 31 20.4 
100-250 19 12.5 

. 251-500 25 16.4 
501-750 4 2.6 
> 750 73 48 

. Total 152 100 

5.1.18. Title of the Respondent 

The descriptive results for the title of respondents reveal that 44.1 % of the 

respondents were marketing managers, 28.3% were productlbrand managers, 26.3% 

were sales managers and 1.3% were assistant general managers. The details for the 

title of the respondents can be found in Table 5.27. 

Table 5.27. Descriptive Results for the Title of the Respondents 

Frequencies Valid Percent 
Marketing managers 67 44.1 
Sales managers 40 26.3 
Productlbrand managers 2 1.3 
Assistant general managers 43 28.3 
Total 152 100 

5.1.19. Distribution of Capital 

It is found that 42.8% of the strategic business units in this study have local capital 

and 40.1 % of the strategic business units have foreign capital. 9.2% of the strategic 

business units have a 50-50 distribution of foreign and local capital. 5.9% of the 

strategic business units have local capitals lower than foreign capitals and 0.7% of 

the strategic business units have foreign capital higher than local count~rpart. Finally, 

1.3% of the strategic business units indicated that their distribution of capital is 

unknown. The description results for the distribution of capital is in Table 5.28. 
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Table 5.28. Descriptive Results for Distribution of Capital 

Frequencies ' Valid Percent 
100 % Local 65 42.8 
100 % Foreign 61 40.1 
Local>50% 1 0.7 
Local<50% 9 5.9 
Unknown 2 1.3 
50% Local-50%Foreign 14 9.2 
Total 152 100 

5.1.20. Information Collection Method 

It is seen that 38.8 % of the strategic business units utilize market research and 

salesforce interp,ersonal relationships together as their data collection method. 19.7% 

of the strategic business units use market research, call center and salesforce 

interpersonal relationships together. The detailed descriptive results of the 

information collection method can be found in Table 5.29. 

When information collection methods are analyzed separately, it can be seen that 

market research is used nearly by all strategic business units (99.3%). The second 

most preferred method of information collection is salesforce interpersonal 

relationships (93.4%). 36.1 % of the strategic business units use call centers, 32.2% of 

the strategic business units use database marketing and 21.7% of the strategic 

business units use customer relationship management packages. The descriptive 

results for individual information collection methods can be found in Table 5.30. 
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Table 5.29. Descriptive Results for Information Collection Methods 

Frequencies Valid 
Percent 

Salesforce interpersonal relationships 1 0.7 
Market research, call center, database marketing, CRM 10 6.6 
packages, salesforce interpersonal relationships 
Market research and database marketing 1 0.7 
Market research and CRM packages 7 4.6 
Market research and salesforce interpersonal 59 38.8 
relationships 
Market research, call center, database marketing 1 0.7 
Market research, sales force interpersonal relationships 30 19.7 
and call center 
Market research, call center, database marketing, CRM 1 0.7 
packages 
Market research,'·· call center, database marketing, 13 h· 8.6 
salesforce interpersonal relationships 
Market research, database marketing, CRM packages, 9 5.9 
salesforce interpersonal relationships 
Market research, . CRM packages, salesforce 6 3.9 
interpersonal relationships 
Market research, database marketing, salesforce 14 9.2 
interpersonal relationships 
Total 152 100 
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Table 5.3.0. Descriptive Results for Individual Information Collection Methods 

FrequencIes Valid 
Percent 

Salesforce interpersonal relationships 
Yes 142 93.4 
No 10 6.6 
Total 152 100 
Market research 
Yes 151 99.3 
No 1 0.7 
Total 152 100 
Call center 
Yes 55 36.1 
No 97 63.9 
Total 152 100 
Database Marketing I 

Yes 49 32.2 
No 103 67.8 
Total 152 100 
CRM packages 
Yes 33 21.7 
No 119 78.3 
Total 152 100 

5.2. Findings Obtained From Relational Hypotheses 

This section will present the findings obtained from relational hypotheses. 

Organizational orientation (production, product, sales and market orientations), 

strategic orientation (aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness 

and riskiness), organizational culture (clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, market), 

organizational capabilities (outside-in, inside-out and spanning capabilities), and 

organizational form (hierarchical, transactional, relational, network) are the 

independent variables of this study. Organizational learning, organizational 

innovation, market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

market growth are the moderators of this study. Performance (overall performance, 

performance compared to objectives, comparative performance and total perceived 

performance), employee responses (organizational commitment and esprit de corps), 
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customer satisfaction are the dependent variables of the study. For all of these 

variables reliability analyses have been conducted and except for organizational form 

scale, all of the scales were found to be reliable. This justifies the usage of the 

variables on the total level instead of item level. Only for the rejected scale of 

organizational form, analyses will be done on item level. 

This section will analyze the correlations between the independent and dependent 

variables and the moderating effects of organizational learning, organizational 

innovation, market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

market growth. 

5.2.1. Organizational Orientation and Organizational Performance 

Correlation analyses were conducted between production, product, sales, market 

orientations, customer, competitor orientations and interfunctional coordination and 

four performance measures (overall performance, performance compared to 

objectives, comparative performance and total perceived performance). Table 5.31 

gives the correlation analysis of production, product and sales orientations with 

performance measures whereas Table 5.32 shows the correlation analysis of market 

orientation, customer orientation, competitor orientation and interfunctional 

coordination with performance measures. 
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Table .5.31. Correlation Analysis of Production, Product and Sales Orientations 

With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Production Orientation and Overall Performance 152 -0.039 0.637 
(H1.1a) 
Production Orientation and Comparative 152 -0.095 0.245 
Performance (H1.1b) 
Production Orientation and Performance 152 -0.234 0.004 
Compared to Objectives (H1.1c) 
Production Orientation and Total Perceived 152 -0.121 0.136 
Performance (H1.1d) 
Product Orientation and Overall Performance 152 0.082 0.317 
(H1.2a) 
Product Orientation and Comparative Performance 152 -0.107 0.188 
(H1.2b) 
Product Orientation and Performance Compared to 152 -0.158 0.053 
Objectives (H1.2c) 
Product Orientation and Total Perceived 152 -0.097 0.236 
Performance (H 1.2d) 
Sales Orientation and Overall Performance 152 0.160 0.049 
JH1.3aJ 
Sales Orientation and Comparative Performance 152 -0.014 0.867 
(H1.3b) 
Sales Orientation and Performance Compared to 152 -0.017 0.832 
Objectives (H1.3c) 
Sales Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.012 0.888 
(H1.3d) 

Production orientation and performance compared to objectives are found to be 

correlated and Hl.I.c is confirmed in terms of the existence of relation but 

disconfirmed in terms of the direction of the relation: The greater the production 

orientation of a firm, the higher is its performance compared to objectives. Since the 

correlation is found to be negative (r = - 0.234) it can be concluded that the greater 

the production orientation of a firm, the lower is its performance compared to 

objectives. Sales orientation and overall performance are also significantly correlated 

(r = 0.160) and thereby H1.3a is confirmed: The greater the sales orientation of a 

firm, the higher is its overall performance. The remaining hypotheses are rejected 

due to lack of significant correlations. 
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Table 5.32. Correlation Analysis of Market, Customer, Competitor Orientations 

and Interfunctional Coordination \Vith Performance Measures 

n r p 

l\'1arket Orientation and Overall Performance 152 0.244 0.002 
{Hl.4a) 
Market Orientation and Comparative 152 0.367 0.000 
Performance (H1.4b) 
Market Orientation and Performance 152 0.344 0.000 
Compared to Ob.jectives (Hl.4c) 
Market Orientation and Total Perceived 152 0.375 0.000 
Performance (Hl.4d) 
Customer Orientation and Overall 152 0.204 0.012 
Performance (H1.4e) 
Customer Orientation and Comparative 152 0.328 0.000 
Performance (Hl.4f) 
Customer Orientation and Performance 152 0.302 0.000 
Compared to Objectives (H1.4g) 
Customer Orientation and Total Perceived 152 0.332 0.000 
Performance (Hl.gh) 
Competitor Orientation and Overall 152 0.177 0.029 i 
Performance (H1.4i) I 
Competitor Orientation and Comparative 152 0.263 0.001 

I Performance (H1.4.i) 
Competitor Orientation and Performance 152 0.211 0.009 
Compared to Ob.jectives (H1.4k) 
Competitor Orientation and Total Perceived 152 0.262 0.001 
Performance (H1.41) 
Interfunctional Coordination Orientation and 152 0.186 0.022 
Overall Performance (Hl.4m) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Comparative 152 0.249 0.002 
Performance (Hl.4n) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Performance 152 0.288 0.000 
Compared to Ob.iectives (H1.40) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Total 152 0.268 0.001 
Perceived Performance (H1.4p) 

The correlations of market orientation, customer orientation, competitor orientation, 

interfun~tional coordination with performance measures is analyzed and it is found 

that all of the correlations are significant. Therefore H1.4a to H1.4p are all 

confirmed. The highest correlation is found between market orientation and total 

perceived performance with r = 0.375 and p=O.OOO. For the correlations between 
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customer orientation and performance measures, the highest correlation is between 

customer orientation and total perceived performance (r = 0.332). For the 

correlations between competitor orientation and performance measures, the highest 

correlation is between competitor orientation and comparative performance (r = 

0.263). For the correlations between interfunctional coordination and performance 

measures, the highest correlation is between interfunctional coordination and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.288). 

5.2.2. Organizational Orientation and Employee Responses 

Correlation analyses were conducted between production, product, sales, market 

orientations, customer, competitor orientations and interfunctional coordination and 

employee responses (organizational commitment, esprit de corps, total employee 

responses). Table 5.33 gives the correlation analysis of production, product and sales 

orientations with employee responses measures whereas Table 5.34 shows the 

correlation analysis of market orientation, customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and interfunctional coordination with employee responses measures. 

Table 5.33. Correlation Analysis of Production, Product and Sales Orientations 

With Employee Responses Measures 

n r p 
Production Orientation and Employee Responses 152 -0.119 0.145 
(H2.1a) 
Production Orientation and Organizational 152 -0.140 0.086 
Commitment (H2.1 b) 
Production Orientation and Esprit de Corps 152 -0.072 0.377 
(H2.1c) 
Product Orientation and Employee Responses 152 -0.260 0.001 
(H2.2a) 
Product Orientation and Organizational 152 -0.229 0.004 
Commitment (H2.2b) 
Product Orientation and Esprit de Corps 152 -0.238 0.003 
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(H2.2e) 
Sales Orientation and Employee Responses 152 -0.139 0.087 

. (H2.3a) 
Sales Orientation and Organizational Commitment 152 -0.090 0.270 
(H2.3b) 
Sales Orientation and Esprit de Corps (H2.3c) 152 -0.161 0.047 

Product orientation and employee responses, organizational commitment, esprit -de 

corps are found to be correlated and H2.2 a, H2.2b, H2.2c are confirmed in terms of 

the existence of the relation, but disconfirmed in terms of the direction of the 

relation: The greater the product orientation of a firm, the more favorable will be its 

employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. Since the 

correlations are found to be negative (r = -0.260, -0.229 and -0.238 for H2.2.a, band 

c respectively) it can be concluded that the greater the product orientation of a firm, 

the less favorable will be its employee responses, and the lower will be its 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. Sales orientation and esprit de corps 

are also significantly correlated (r = - 0.161) and thereby H1.3a is confirmed. Again 

due to the negative correlation it will be asserted that the greater the sales orientation 

of a finn, the lower is its esprit de corps. The remaining hypotheses (H2.1 a, H2.l b, 

H.2.1c, H2.3a, H2.3b) are rejected due to lack of significant correlations. 

Table 5.34. Correlation Analysis of Market, Customer, Competitor Orientations 

and Interfunctional Coordination With Employee Responses Measures 

n r ~ 
Market Orientation and Employee Responses 152 0.327 0.000 
(H2.4a) 
Market Orientat~on and Organizational 152 0.320 

1
0

.
000 

Commitment{!I2.4b) 
Market Orientation and Esprit de Corps 152 0.266 0.001 
(H2.4c) 
Customer Orientation and Employee Responses 152 0.190 0.019 
(H2.4d) 
Customer Orientation and Organizational 152 0.197 0.015 
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Commitment (H2.4e) 
Customer Orientation and Esprit de Corps (H2.4f) 152 0.144 0.078 

. Competitor Orientation and Employee 152 0.251 0.002 
Responses (H2.4g) 
Competitor Orientation and Organizational 152 0.277 0.001 
Commitment (H2.4h) 
Competitor Orientation and Esprit de Corps 152 0.172 0.034 

. (H2.4i) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Employee 152 0.357 0.000 
Responses (H2.4j) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 152 0.294 0.000 
Organizational Commitment (H2.4k) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Esprit de 152 0.348 0.000 
Corps (H2.4l) 

All of the hypotheses except H2:4.fa:re<confitfi1e·d'~The greater'the market orientation 

of a firm, the more favorable will be the responses of employees (H2.4a), the higher 

will be the organizational commitment (H2.4b) and esprit de corps (H2.4c). The 

greater the customer orientation of a firm, the more favorable will be the responses of 

employees (H2.4d) and the higher will be the organizational commitment (H2.4e). 

The greater the competitor orientation of a firm, the more favorable will be the 

responses of employees (H2.4g), the higher will be the organizational commitment 

(H2.4h) and esprit de corps (H2.4i). Finally, the greater the interfunctional 

coordination of a firm, the more favorable will be the responses of employees 

(H2.4j), the higher will be the organizational commitment (H2.4k) and esprit de 

corps (H2.4l). Market orientation has the highest correlation with employee 

responses (r =0.327). Competitor orientation has the highest correlation with 

organizational commitment (r = 0.277). Interfunctional coordination has the highest 

correlation with employee response:> (0.357). 
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5.2.3. Organizational Orientation and Customer Responses 

Correlation analyses were conducted between production, product, sales, market 

orientations, customer, competitor orientations and interfunctional coordination and 

customer satisfaction. Table 5.35 gives the correlation analysis of production, 

product and sales orientations with customer responses whereas, Table 5.36 shows 

the correlation analysis of market orientation, customer orientation, competitor 

orientation and interfunctional coordination with customer responses. 

Table 5.35. Correlation Analysis of Production; ·Product and·Sales Orientations 

With Customer Satisfaction 

n r p 
Production Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 152 -0.146 0.072 
(H3.1a) 
Product Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.000 0.996 
(H3.1b) 
Sales Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.119 0.143 
(H3.lc) 

None of the hypotheses are accepted since there are no significant correlations 

between the analyzed variables. 

Table 5.36. Correlation Analysis of Market, Customer, Competitor Orientations 

and Interfunctional Coordination With Customer Satisfaction 

n r p 
Market Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.179 0.027 
(H3.2a) 
Customer Orientation and Customer 152 0.188 0.020 
Satisfaction (H3.2b) 
Competitor Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.107 0.188 
(H3.2c) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Customer 152 0.106 0.194 
Satisfaction (H3.2d) 
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According to the results H3.2a and H3.2b are accepted: The greater the market 

orientation and customer orientation of a firm, the higher will be the customer 

satisfaction. No significant correlation is for the relation of customer satisfaction 

with competitor orientation and interfunctional coordination and thereby H3.2c and 

H3.2d are rej ected. 

5.2.4. Organizational Innova.tion as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational innovation moderates the relationship 

between organizational orientations and organizational performance. According to 

the frequency results, organizational innovation is grouped into two as; low 

organizational innovation and high organizational innovationat the cutoff point of 4 

(since the mean of organizational innovation is 3.9572) on a scale ranging from 1 to 

5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the correlation 

coefficients for these two variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-

test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if organizational innovation 

moderates the relationship between organizational orientations and organizational 

performance. Table 5.37 will give the results for the moderating effects of 

organizational innovation for the relationship between production, product and sales 

orientations and performance measures. Table 5.38 will give the results for the 

moderating effects of organizational innovation for the relationship between market 

orientation and performance measures. 
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Table 5.37. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Production, Product, Sales Orientation and 

Performance Dimensions 

Low 
. Organizational 
. Innovation 'r' 

Production orientation and Overall 0.018 
Performance (H4.1a) 
Production orientation and -0.030 
Comparative Performance (H4.1 b) 
Production orientation and -0.116 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.1c) 
Production orientation and Total -0.043 
Perceived Performance (H4.] d) 
Product orientation and Overall 0.236 
Performance (H4.1 e) 
Product orientation and -0.075 
Comparative Performance (H4.1f) 
Product orientation and -0.177 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.1g) 
Product orientation and Total -0.052 
Perceived Performance (H4.1h) 
Sales orientation and Overall 0.333 
Performance (H4.1i) 
Sales orientation and Comparative 0.092 

. Performance (H4.1j) 
Sales orientation and Performance 0.111 
Compared to Objectives (H4.1k) 
Sales orientation and Total 0.148 
Perceived Performance (H4.1l) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

High Fisher's Z 
Organizational 
Innovation 'r' 
0.029 -0.064 

-0.014 -0.093 

-0.131 0.088 

-0.028 -0.087 

0.104 7.297* 

-0.022 -0.308 

0.028 -1.202 

0.005 -0.334 

0.175 0.984 

-0.037 0.751 

0.103 0.047 

0.073 0.441 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. A significant result is found only for the 

moderating effect of organizational innovation on the relationship between product 

orientation and overall performance. Therefore H4.le is confirmed. All of the 

remaining hypotheses (from H4.1a to H4.1l except for H4.1e) are rejected. A 

significant correlation between sales orientation and comparative perfom1ance IS 

found only in the low organizational innovation sample (r = 0.33). 

i 

I 
I 

I 

, 
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Table 5.38. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Market Orientation and Performance 

Dimensions 

Low 
Organizational 
Inriovation 'r' 

Market orientation and Overall 0.099 
Performance (H4.1m) 
Market orientation and 0.221 
Comparative Performance (H4.1n) 
Market orientation and 0.450 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.10) 
Market orientation and Total 0.274 
Perceived Performance (H4.1 p) 
Customer orientation and Overall -0.065 
Performance (H4.1r) 
Customer orientation and 0.090 
Comparative Performance (H4.1s) 
Customer orientation and 0.271 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.1 t) 
Customer orientation and Total 0.111 
Perceived Perfom1ance (H4.lu) 
Competitor orientation and 0.219 
Overall Performance (H4.1 v) 
Competitor orientation and 0.222 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.1w) 
Competitor orientation and 0.413 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.1x) 
Competitor orientation and Total 0.287 
Perceived Performance (H4.1y) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.132 
Overall Performance (H4.1z) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.254 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.1aa) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.422 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.1ab) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.299 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H4.1ac) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at ex = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

High Fisher's Z 
Organizational 
Innovation 'r' 
0.257 -0.950 

0.381 6.106* 

0.219 1.522 

0.364 -0.582 

0.265 -1.955 

0.375 -1.766 

0.220 0.315 

0.361 -1.548 

0.139 0.480 

0.261 -0.240 

0.l01 1.963* 

0.235 0.324 

0.l69 -0.220 

0.204 0.306 

0.173 2.063* 

0.209 1.110 
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According to Table 5.38, moderating effects of organizational innovation were found 

for the relationships between market orientation and c~mparative performance, 

between competitor orientation and performance compared to objectives, between 

interfunctional coordination and performance compared to objectives. Hypotheses 

H4.1~ H4.1x and H4.1ab are confirmed. The remaining hypotheses (from H4.1m to 

H4.1ac except H4.1n, H4.1x arid H4.lab) are rejected. Also, for the low 

organizational innovation group, significant correlations were found between market 

orientation and performance compared to objectives, between market orientation and 

total perceived < performance,..· -between-, customer orientation- and-performance 

compared to objectives, between competitor orientation and performance compared 

to objectives, between competitor orientation and total perceived performance, 

between interfunctional coordination and performance compared to objectives and 

finally between interfunctional coordination and total perceived performance. For the 

high organizational innovation group, all of the relationships in Table 5.39 were 

significant except for the relationship between competitor orientation and overall 

performance, between competitor orientation and performance compared to 

objectives, between interfunctional coordination and overall performance and 

between interfunctional coordination and performance compared to objectives. 

5.2.5. Organizational Learning as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational orientations and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational learning is grouped into two as; low organizational 

learners and high organizational learners at the cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of 
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organizationalleaming is 4.0121) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the 

significance of the the difference between the correlation coefficients for these two 

variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's 

Z values will indicate if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational orientations and organizational performance. Table 5.39 will give the 

results for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the relationship 

between production, product and sales orientations and performance measures. Table 

5.40 will give the results for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the 

relationship between market orientation and performance measures. 

Table 5.39. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners for Production, Product, Sales Orientation and 

Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners 'r' Learners 'r' 

Production orientation and Overall 0.071 -0.070 0.797 
Performance (H4.2a) 
Production orientation and 0.023 -0.117 0.793 
Comparative Performance (H4.2b) 
Production orientation and -0.117 -0.256 0.814 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.2c) 
Production orientation and Total -0.006 -0.147 0.802 
Perceived Performance (H4.2d) 
Product orientation and Overall 0.161 0.075 0.492 
Perfom1ance (H4.2e) 
Product orientation and -0.029 -0.107 0.442 
Comparative Performance (H4.2f) 
Product orientation and ~ -0.025 -0.176 0.863 
Perfon-nance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.2g) 
Product orientation and Total 0.002 -0.103 0.594 
Perceived Performance (H4.2h) 
Sales orientation and Overall 0.254 0.104 0.876 
Performance (H4.2i) 
Sales orientation and Comparative -0.016 -0.016 0.000 
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Performance (H4.2j) 
Sales orientation and Performance 0.024 -0.044 0.384 
Compared to Objectives (H4.2k) 
Sales orientation and Total 0.038 -0.005 0.242 
Perceived Performance (H4.21) 
Bold values mdlcate sIgmficant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. No significant result is found for the 

moderating effect of organizational innovation on the investigated relationships 

Therefore all of the hypotheses (from H4.2a to H4.21) are rejected. A significant 

correlation between production orientation and performance compared to objectives 

is found only in the high organizational learners sample (r = -0.256). 

Table 5.40. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners for Market Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners 'r' Learners 'r' 

Market orientation and Overall 0.109 0.254 -0.848 
Performance (H4.2m) 
Market orientation and 0.203 0.375 -1.063 
Comparative Performance (H4.2n) 
Market orientation and 0.198 0.312 -0.689 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.20) 
Market orientation and Total 0.205 0.378 -1.071 
Perceived Performance (H4.2p) 
Customer orientation and Overall 0.029 0.245 -1.248 
Performance (H4.2r) 
Customer orientation and 0.145 0.357 -1.284 
Comparative Performance (H4.2s) 
Customer orientation and 0.l38 0.298 -0.951 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.2t) 
Customer orientation and Total 0.137 0.360 -1.349 
Perceived Performance (H4.2u) 
Competitor orientation and 0.077 0.191 -0.656 
Overall Performance (H4.2v) 
Competitor orientation and 0.112 0.290 -1.050 
Comparative Performance 
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c(H4.2w) 
Competitor orientation and 0.096 0.196 -0.577 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.2x) 
Comp.etitor orientation and Total 0.113 0.282 -0.995 
Perceived Performance (H4.2y) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.188 0.132 0.324 
Overall Performance (H4.2z) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.223 0.194 0.171 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.2aa) . 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.247 0.213 0.202 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.2ab) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.243 0.206 0.220 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H4.2ac) 

. 
Bold values mdlcate significant correlation coefficients at a. = 0.05 

According to Table. SAO, no moderating effects of organizational learning were 

found for the analyzed relationships and therefore all of the hypotheses from HA.2m 

to H4.2ac are rejected. For high organizationalleamers, significant correlations were 

found for all the investigated relationships except for the relationship between 

competitor orientation and overall performance, between interfunctional coordination 

and overall performance and between interfunctional coordination and comparative 

performance. 

5.2.6. Market Related Factors as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if market related factors (market turbulence, competitive 

intensity, technological turbulence, and market growth) moderate the relationships 

between organizational orientations and organizational performance. According to 

the frequency results, market turbulence is grouped into two as; low market 

turbulence and high market turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.4 (since the mean of 
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market turbulence is 3.4276) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Competitive intensity is 

grouped into as; low competitive intensity and high competitive intenstiy at the 

cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of competitive intensity is 4.0855) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. Technological turbulence is grouped into as; low technological 

turbulence and high technological turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.5 (since the 

mean of technological turbulence is 3.5592) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Market 

growth is grouped into two as; low market gro-wth and high market growth at the 

cutoff point of 3. 9 (since the mean of market turbulence is 3.9013) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the 

correlation coefficients for these variables occuring from two different samples, 

Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if market related factors 

moderate the relationships between organizational orientations and organizational 

performance. Table 5.41 will give the results for the moderating effects of market 

related factors for the relationship between production orientation and performance 

measures. Table 5.42 will give the results for the moderating effects of market 

related factors for the relationship between product orientation and performance 

measures. Table 5.43 will give the results for the moderating effects of market 

related factors for the relationship between sales orientation and performance 

measures. Finally, Table 5.44 will give the results for the moderating effects of 

market related factors for the relationship between market orientation, customer 

orientation, competitor orientation, interfunctional coordination and performance 

measures. 
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Table 5.41. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Production 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Production Orientation and 
Overall Performance (H4.3a) 
Production Orientation and 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.3b) 
Production Orientation and 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.3c) 
Production Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance (H4.3d) 

., 

Production Orientation and 
Overall Performance (H4.3e) 
Production Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (H4.3f) 
Production Orientation and 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.3g) 
Production Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance (H4.3h) 

Production Orientation and 
Overall Performance (H4.3i) 
Production Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (H4.3j) 
Production Orientation and 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.3k) 
Production Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance (H4.31) 

Production Orientation and 
Ov0raB Perfo~~nce (H43m) 
Production Orientation and 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.3n) 
Production Orientation and 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.30) 

-
Low Market High Market Fisher's 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' Z 
-0.l39 0.078 -1.285 

-0.135 -0.096 -0.233 

-0.274 -0.198 -0.475 

-0.175 -0.097 -0.469 

Low"'" High .. '" , ..... Fisher's 
Competitive Competitive Z 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 
-0.245 0.092 -2.050* 

-0.407 0.066 -2.982* 

-0.485 -0.064 -2.787* 

-0.444 0.051 -3.163* 

Low High Fisher's 
Technological Technological Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence 'r' 
0.047 -0.080 0.768 

-0.113 -0.039 -0.450 

-0.142 -0.246 0.654 

-0.104 -0.088 -0.097 

Low Market High Market Fisher's 
Growth'r' Growth 'r' Z 
-0.311 0.029 -1.487 

-0.554 0.005 -2.668* 

-0.448 -0.176 -1.290 

~ .ljaziCi Oniversitesi KOtuahanesi ~ 
F 'e' 
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Perceived Performance (H4.3p) 
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-0.559 , -0.025 

Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at 0.= 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

-2.571* 

The critical z value at a = 0.05. According to Table 5.41, moderating effects of 

competitive intensity were found for the relationships between production orientation 

and overall performance, comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives, and total perceived performance. Therefore H4.3e, H4.3f, H4.3g, H4.3h 

are accepted. Also moderating effects of market growth were found for the 

relationships. b~tweeR prodpction orientation .. and comparative perf.orrnance,alld total 

perceived performance. As a result, H4.3n and H4.3p are accepted. All of the 

remaining hypotheses are rejected. A significant correlation is found for the 

relationship between production orientation and performance compared to objectives 

in the low market turbulence group (r = -0.274). All of the relationships between 

production orientation and performance measures were significantly and negatively 

correlated in the low competitive intensity group. A signifcant correlation is found 

for the relation between production orientation and performance compared to 

objectives in the high technological turbulence group (r = -0.246). Finally, the 

relationships between production orientation and comparative performance, 

perfomlance compared to objectives, total perceived performance in the low market 

growth group and the relationship between production orientation and performance 

compared to objectives in the high market group are found significantly correlated. 
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Table 5.42. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Product 

Orientation .and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Product Orientation and Overall 0.041 0.124 -0.493 
Performance (H4.4a) 
Product Orientation and -0.116 -0.104 -0.072-
Comparative Performance 

· (H4.4b) 
Product Orientation and -0.166 -0.145 -0.127 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.4c) 
Product Orientation and Total -0.110 -0.087 -0.137 
Perceived PerfolJl1ange (H4.4d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensi!Y 'r' 

Product Orientation and Overall -0.017 0.159 -1.062 
Performance (H4.4e) 
Product Orientation and -0.146 -0.076 -0.425 
Comparative Performance (H4.4t) 
Product Orientation and -0.381 -0.001 -2.395* I 

I 
Performance Compared to I 

Objectives (H4.4g) 
Product Orientation and Total -0.192 -0.032 -0.972 
Perceived Performance (H4.4h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Product Orientation and Overall 0.090 0.088 0.012 
Performance (H4.4i) 
Product Orientation and -0.172 -0.032 -0.856 
Comparative Performance (H4.4j) 
Product Orientation and -0.240 -0.052 -1.165 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.4k) 
Product Orientation and Total -0.159 -0.020 -0.848 
Perceived Performance (BA.4I) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth 'r' 

Product Orientation and Overall 0.040 0.114 -0.316 
Performance (H4.4m) -
Product Orientation and -0.183 -0.072 -0.479 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.4n) 
Product Orientation and -0.299 -0.100 -0.882 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.40) 
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Product Orientation and Total -0.191 -0.055 
Perceived Performance (H4.4p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

-0.587 

It is found that competitive intensity moderates the relationship between product 

orientation and performance compared to objectives since Fisher's z value of 2.395 

exceeds 1.96. Therefore H4.4g is accepted and all the remaining hypotheses are 

rt::iected. Significant correlations are found for the relationships between product 

orientation and performance compared to objectives in the low competitive intensity 

and in the low 0 tedmolo'gical turlmlenee"grouIT:""O-cO

' 0 

Table 5.43. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Sales Orientation 

and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence'r' 

Sales Orientation and Overall 0.191 0.132 0.357 
Performance (H4.5a) 
Sales Orientation and Comparative -0.007 -0.015 0.047 
Performance (H4.5b) 
Sales Orientation and Performance -0.017 -0.030 0.076 
Compared to Objectives (H4.5c) 
Sales Orientation and Total 0.023 0.003 0.118 
Perceived Performance (H4.5d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' -

Sales Orientation and Overall -0.004 0.295 -1.844 
Perfonnance (H4.5e) 
Sales Orientation and Comparative -0.141 0.084 -1.354 
Performance (H4.5f) 
Sales Orientation and Performance -0.279 0.182 -2.818* 
Compared to Objectives (H4.5g) 
Sales Orientation and Total -0.164 0.140 -1.835 
Perceived Performance (H4.5h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Sales Orientation and Overall 0.241 0.096 0.903 
Performance (H4.5i) 
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Sales Orientation and Comparative -0.018 -0.018 0 
, Performance (H4.5j) 

Sales Orientation and Performance -0.033 -0.018 -0.090 
, Compared to Objectives (H4.5k) 

Sales Orientation and Total 0.020 -0.002 0.133 
Perceived Performance (H4.51) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Sales Orientation and Overall 0.316 0.124 0.859 
Performance (H4.5m) 
Sales Orientation and Comparative -0.049 -0.032 -0.072 
Performance (H4.5n) 
Sales Orientation and Performance -0.135 -0.037 -0.419 
Compared to Objectives (H4.50) 
Sales Orientation and Total -0.009 -0.011 0.008 
Perceived Performance (H4.5p) 
Bold values indioate significant correlatioo,,{)oeffi6ientsat<a;= 0.05 ~;'.' "' ",,'. ., '-,',' 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

According to table 5.43, a moderating effect of competitive intensity is found for the 

relationship between sales orientation and performance compared to objectives. 

Accordingly, H4.5g is accepted and the remaining hypotheses are rejected. Also a 

significant correlation is found for the relationship between sales orientation and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.279). 

Table 5.44. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Market 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence'r' 

Market Orientation and Overall 0.413 0.106 1.963* 
Performance (H4.6a) 
Market Orientation and 0.498 0.271 1.584 
Comparative Performance 

l 

(H4.6b) 
Market Orientation and 0.417 0.291 0.851 
Performance Compareci to 
Objectives (H4.6c) 
Market Orientation and Total 0.510 0.274 1.660 
Perceived Performance (H4.6d) 
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Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Market Orientation and Overall 0.259 0.237 0.140 
Performance (H4.6e) 
Market Orientation and 0.316 0.395 -0.542 
Comparative Performance (H4.6f) 
Market Orientation and 0.443 0.288 1.075 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6g) 
Market Orientation and Total 0.371 0.380 -0.063 
Perceived Performance (H4.6h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Market Orientation and Overall 0.233 0.255 -0.141 
Perfomlance (H4.6i). " . ,.-,' ',~.' ";". -' ,.' ,.". ','" . .. \ . .'. 

Market Orientation and 0.287 0.438 -1.054 
Comparative Performance (H4.6j) 
Market Orientation and 0.266 0.418 -1.043 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6k) 
Market Orientation and Total 0.301 0.442 -0.991 
Perceived Performance (H4.61) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z I 

Growth'r' Growth 'r' 
, 

Market Orientation and Overall 0.252 0.255 -0.013 
; Performance (H4.6m) 

Market Orientation and 0.l13 0.433 -1.485 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6n) 
Market Orientation and 0.377 0.378 -0.005 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.60) 
Market Orientation and Total 0.204 0.432 -1.083 
Perceived Performance (H4.6p) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence'r' 

Customer Orientation and Overall 0.350 0.079 1.688 
Perfonnance (H4.6r) 
Customer Orientation and 0.511 0.208 2.081 * 
Comparative Perfonnance 
(H4.6s) 
Customer Orientation and 0.331 0.274 0.370 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6t) 
Customer Orientation and Total 0.492 0.219 1.864 
Perceived Performance (H4.6u) 
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Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 

., 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Customer Orientation and Overall 0.272 0.158 0.717 
Performance (H4.6v) 
Customer Orientation and 0.313 0.340 -0.181 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6w) 
Customer Orientation and 0.405 0.236 1.132 

. Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6x) 
Customer Orientation and Total 0.362 0.318 0.298 

. Perceived Performance (H4.6y) 
Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Techno logical 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Customer Orientation and Overall" 0:258 .. ·· .. ·'········ . 0.152"· ~ ... f,," ~ ·O.(i69 
Performance (H4.6z) 
Customer Orientation and 0.333 0.314 0.128 
Comparative Performance I 
(H4.6aa) 
Customer Orientation and 0.286 0.296 -0.066 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6ab) 
Customer Orientation and Total 0.343 0.311 0.216 
Perceived Performance (H4.6ac) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth 'r' 

Customer Orientation and Overall 0.165 0.232 -0.296 
Performance (H4.6ad) 
Customer Orientation and 0.050 0.404 -1.605 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6ae) 
Customer Orientation and 0.380 0.349 0.151 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6af) 
Customer Orientation and Total 0.143 0.401 -1.191 
Perceived Performance (H4.6ag) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Competitor Orientation and 0.417 0.034 2.417* 
Overall Performance (H4.6ah) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.475 0.129 2.280* 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6ai) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.459 0.058 2.582* 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6aj) 
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Competitor 'Orientation and Total 0.502 0.112 2~59f* 
Perceived Performance (H4.6ak) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Competitor Orientation and 0.129 0.209 -0.493 
Overall Performance (H4.6al) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.126 0.343 . -1.382 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6am) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.172 0.244 -0.450 . 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6an) 
Competitor Orientation and Total 0.151 0.329 -1.135 
Perceived Performance (H4.6ao) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
T echnologic~l' Techilological '. " 

Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 
Competitor Orientation and 0.100 0.255 -0.969 
Overall Performance (H4.6ap) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.117 0.404 -1.878 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6ar) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.157 0.279 -0.775 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6as) 
Competitor Orientation and Total 0.133 0.390 -1.680 
Perceived Performance (H4.6at) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth 'r' 

Competitor Orientation and 0.242 0.161 0.358 
Overall Performance (H4.6au) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.059 0.293 -1.029 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6av) 
Competitor Orientation and 0.313 0.190 0.557 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6aw) 
Competitor Orientation and Total 0.149 0.278 -0.574 
Perceived Performance (H4.6ax) 

Low Market High Market. Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Interfunctional Coordination and 0.257 0.134 0.755 
Overall Performance (H4.6ay) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.210 0.279 -0.432 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6az) 
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Interfunctional Coordination and 0.247 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6ba) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.243 
'fotal Perceived Performance 
(H4.6bb) 

Low 
Competitive 
Intensity 'r' 

Interfunctional Coordination and 0.153 
Overall Performance (H4.6bc) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.263 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6bd) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.431 
Perfomlance Compared to 

~, . ,.:."," 

Objectives (H4.6be) 
Interfunctionli Cootdination and 0.311 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H4.6bf) 

Low 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 

Interfunctional Coordination and 0.177 
Overall Performance (H4.6bg) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.205 
Comparative Performance 

. (H4.6bh) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.160 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6bi) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.211 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H4.6bj) 

Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Interfunctional Coordination and 0.213 
Overall Performance (H4.6bk) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.178 
Comparative Performance 
(H4.6bl) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.209 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H4.6bm) 
Interfunctional Coordination and 0.212 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H4.6bn) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a == 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.325 -0.501 

0.290 -0.298 

High Fisher's Z 
Competitive 
Intensity "'r' 
0.205 -0.322 

0.241 0.140 

0.200 1.547 
... " 

0.245 .0.428 

High Fisher's Z 
Technological I 
Turbulence 'r' 
0.201 -0.150 

0.303 -0.633 

0.433 -1.826 

0.337 -0.825 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth 'r' 
0.189 0.106 

0.277 -0.443 

0.333 -0.568 

0.298 -0.390 
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According to Table 5.44, rnoderatingeffects are found for market turbulence for the 

relationship between market orientation and overall performance; for the relationship 

between customer orientation and comparative performance; for the relationships 

between competitor orientation and overall performance, comparative performa..l1ce, 

performance compared to objectives, total perceived performance. Therefore H4.6a, 

H4.6s, H4.6ah, H4.6ai, H4.6aj, H4.6ak are accepted and the remaining hypotheses 

are rej ected. 

As can be seen in Table 5.44, all of the relationships were significantly cQ.rrelated 

except ror the relationships between market orientation and overall performance in 

the high market turbulence group, for the relationships between market orientation 

and the all performance measures in the low market growth group, for the 

relationship between customer orientation and overall performance in the high 

market turbulence group, for the relationship between customer orientation and 

overall performance in the high competitive intensity group and in the high 

technological turbulence group, for the relationships between customer orientation 

and all performance measures in the low market growth group, for the relationships 

betwen competitor orientation and all performance measures in the high market 

turbulence group, in the low competitive intensity group, in the low technological 

turbulence group, in the low market growth group, for the relationships between 

competitor orientation and overall performance in the high competitive intensity 

group and in the high market growth group, for the relationship between 

interfllnctional coordinatlOn and comparative performance, performance compared to 

~bjectives, total perceived performance in the low market turbulence group, for the 

relationship betwen interfunctional coordination and overall performance in the high 
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market turbulence group, in the low and high competitive intensity group, in the high 

technological turbulence group, for the relationships between interfunctional 

cooridnation and all pefonnance measures in the low technological and low market 

growth groups. 

5.2.7. Strategic Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section will give the results of the Pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between strategic orientation dimensions (aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness. and riskiness) and .. organizational .perfonnance,measures. 

Raliability tests were conducted for each of the strategic orientation dimension and 

all of the scales were found to be relaible. Therefore the analyses can be conducted 

on the total level. Table 5.45, 5.46, 5.47, 5.48, 5.49, 5.S0 will give the results of the 

correlation analyses conducted between aggresiveness, analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness, riskiness respectively and performance measures. 

Table 5.45. Correlation Analysis of Aggressiveness With Performance Measures 

n r I! 
Aggressiveness and Overall Performance (HS.la) 152 -0.071 0.385 
Aggressiveness and Comparative Performance 152 -0.260 0.001 
(H5.1b) 
Aggressiveness and Performance Compared to 152 -0.379 0.000 
Ob.iectives (H5.1c) 
Aggressiveness and Total Perceived 152 -0.276 0.001 
Performance (H5.1dJ 

According to Table 5.45, significant correlations were found between aggressiveness 

and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance. H5.l b, HS.l c, H5.1 d were in opposite direction confirmed. 

Due to the negative sign of the correlations, the confirmed hypotheses can be stated 
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as: The greater the aggressiveness of the firm, the lower will be its comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.46. Correlation Analysis of Analysis With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Analysis and Overall Performance (H5.2a) 152 0.110 0.177 
Analysis and Comparative Performance 152 . 0.201 0.013 
(H5.2b) 
Analysis and Performance Compared to 152 0.334 0.000 
Ob.iectives (H5.2c) 
Analysis and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.230 0.004 
(H5.2d) 

The results of Table 5.46 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

analysis and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance. These results confirm HS.2b, H5.2c, H5.2d and it can be 

stated that the greater the analysis orientation of a film, the higher is its comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.47. Correlation Analysis of Defensiveness With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Defensiveness and Overall Performance (HS.3a) 152 0.012 0.881 
Defensi veness and Comparative Performance 152 0.110 0.176 
(H5.3b) 
Defensiveness and Performance Compared to 152 0.227 0.005 
Ob.jectives JH5.3c}. 
Defensiveness and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.127 0.118 
(HS.3d) 

The relationship between defensiveness orientation and performance compared to 

objectives is found to be significantly correlated and H5.3c is accepted. It can be said 

that the greater the defensiveness orientation of the firm, the higher will be its 
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performance compared to objectives. The remaining hypotheses, H5.3a, H5.3b, 

H5.3d are rejected. 

Table 5.48. Correlation Analysis of Futurity With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Futurity and Overall Performance (H5.4a) 152 0.066 0.416 
Futurity and Comparative Performance 152 0.195 0.016 
(H5.4b) 
Futurity and Performance Compared to 152 0.306 0.000 
Ob.iectives (H5.4c) 
Futurity and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.213 0.008 
(H5.4d) 

Significant conelations were found between futurity and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. H5.4b, H5.4c 

and H5.4d were confirmed: The greater the futurity orientation of the firm, the higher 

will be its comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance. 

Table 5.49. Correlation Analysis of Proactiveness With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Proactiveness and Overall Performance (H5.5a) 152 0.422 0.000 
Proactiveness and Comparative Performance 152 0.464 0.000 
(H5.5b) 
Proactiveness and Performance Compared to 152 0.509 0.000 
Ob.iectives (H5.5c) 
Proactiveness and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.507 0.000 
(H5.5d) 

According to Table 5.49, all the conelations between proactiveness and performance 

measures are significant. H5.5a to H5.5d are confirmed: The greater the 

proactiveness orientation of the firm, the higher will be its overall performance, 
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comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance. 

Table 5.50. Correlation Analysis of Riskiness With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Riskiness and Overall Performance (H5.6a) 152 0.141 0.083 
Riskiness and Comparative Performance 152 0.299 0.000 
(H5.6b) 
Riskiness and Performance Compared to 152 0.366 0.000 
Objectives (H5.6c) 
Riskiness and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.313 0.000 
(H5.6d) 

.. 

The relationships between riskiness orientation and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are found to be 

significantly correlated and thereby H5.6b, H5.6c, H5.6d were confirmed: The 

greater the riskiness orientation of the firm, the higher will be its comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

5.2.8. Strategic Orientation and Employee Responses 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between strategic orientation dimensions (aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness and riskiness) and employee responses measures. Reliability 

tests were conducted for each of the strategic orientation dimension employee 

responses and all of the scales were found to be relaible. Therefore the analyses can 

be conducted on the total level. Table 5.51, 5.52, 5.53, 5.54, 5.55, 5.56 will give the 

results of the correlation analyses conducted between aggresiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness, riskiness respectively and employee 

responses. 
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Table 5.51. Correlation Analysis of Aggressiveness With Employee Responses 

n r p 
Aggressiveness and Employee Responses 152 -0.223 0.006 
(H6.1a) 
Aggressiveness and Organizational 152 -0.202 0.012 
Commitment (H6.1b) 
Aggressiveness and Esprit de Corps (H6.1c) 152 -0.197 0.015 

-

According to Table 5.51, significant correlations were found between aggressiveness 

and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. H6.1a, 

H6.1 b, H6.1 c were confirmed in opposite direction. Due to the negative sign of the 

correlations~ the. confirmed hypotheses. .. can ,. be .. stated. as: The greater the 

aggressiveness of the firm, the less favorable will be the employee responses and the 

lower will be organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

Table 5.52. Correlation Analysis of Analysis \Vith Employee Responses 

n r p 
Analysis and Employee Responses (H6.2aJ 152 0.194 0.016 
Analysis and Organizational Commitment (H6.2b) 152 0.144 0.077 
Analysis and Esprit de Corps (H6.2c) 152 0.206 0.011 

The results of Table 5.52 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

analysis orientation and employee responses and esprit de corps. These results 

confirm H6.2a and H6.2c and it can be stated that the greater the analysis orientation 

of a firm, the more favorable will be its employee responses and the higher will be its 

esprit de corps. 



380 

Table 5.53. Correlation Analysis of Defensiveness With Employee Responses 

, 
n r p 

Defensiveness and Employee Responses (H6.3a) 152 0.123 0.132 
Defensiveness and Organizational Commitment 152 0.046 0.570 
(H6.3b) 
Defensiveness and Esprit de Corps (H6.3c) 152 0.176 0.030 

The relationship between defensiveness orientation and esprit de corps is found to be 

significantly correlated and H6.3c is accepted. It can be said that the greater the 

defensiveness orientation of the firm, the higher will be its esprit de corps. The 

remaining hypotheses, H6.3a and H6.3b are rejected. 

Table 5.54. Correlation Analysis of Futurity With Employee Responses 

n r p-
Futurity and Employee Responses (H6.4a) 152 0.239 0.003 
Futurity and Organizational Commitment 152 0.175 0.031 
JH6.4b) 
Futurity and Esprit de Corps (H6.4c) 152 0.255 0.002 

Significant correlations were found between futurity and employee responses, 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. H6.4a, H6.4b, and H6.4c were 

confirmed: The greater the futurity orientation of the firm, the more favorable will be 

its employee responses and the higher will be its organizational commitment and 

esprit de corps. 

Table 5.55. Correlation Analysis of Proactiveness With Employee Responses 

n r ~ 
Proactiveness and Employee Responses (H6.5a) 152 0.245 0.002 
Proactiveness and Organizational Commitment 152 0.205 0.011 
(H6.5b) 
Proactiveness and Esprit de Corps (H6.5c) 152 0.235 0.004 
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According to Table 5.55, significant correlations were found between proactiveness 

and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. H6.5a, 

H6.5b, and H6.5c were confirmed: The greater the proactiveness orientation of the 

firm, the more favorable will be its employee responses and the higher will be its 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

Table 5.56. Correlation Analysis of Riskiness With Employee Responses 

n r p 
Riskiness and Employee Responses (H6.6a) 152 0.221 0.006 
Riskiness and"·' Organizational Commitment 151:" .' 0.236 0.003 
(H6.6b) 
Riskiness and Esprit de Corps (H6.6c) 152 0.160 0.049 

According to Table 5.56, significant correlations were found between riskiness and 

employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. H6.6a, H6.6b, 

and H6.6c were confirmed: The greater the riskiness orientation of the firm, the more 

favorable will be its employee responses and the higher will be its organizational 

commitment and esprit de corps. 

5.2.9. Strategic Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 

This section will give the results of the Pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between strategic orientation dimensions (aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness and riskiness) and customer satisfaction. Table 5.57 will give 

the results of the correlation analyses conducted between aggresiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness, riskiness orientations and customer 

satisfaction. 
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Table 5.57. Correlation Analysis of Strategic Orientation Dimensions With 

Customer Satisfaction 

n r P 
Aggressiveness and Customer Satisfaction (H7a) 152 -0.127 0.120 
Analysis and Customer Satisfaction (H7b) 152 0.145 0.075 
Defensiveness and Customer Satisfaction jH7c) 152 0.171 0.035 
Futurity and Customer Satisfaction (H7d) 152 0.202 0.012 
Proactiveness and Customer Satisfaction (H7e) 152 0.491 0.000 
Riskiness and Customer Satisfaction (H7f) 152 0.202 0.013 

According to Table 5.57, the relations between defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness 

and riskiness orientations and customer satisfaction are found to be significantly 

correlated and H7c, H7d, H7e and H7f are confirmed: The greater the defensiveness, 

futurity, proactivenessand riskiness orientations of the firm, the higher will be its 

customer satisfaction. The highest correlation is found between proactiveness and 

customer satisfaction (r = 0.491). 

S.2.10. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Strategic Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if o:r:ganizational innovation moderates the relationship 

between strategic orientations and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational innovation is grouped into two as; low 

organizational innovation and high organizational innovationat the cutoff point of 4 

(since the mean of organizational innovation is 3.9572) on a scale ranging from 1 to 

5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the correlation 

coefficients for these two variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-

test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if organizational innovation 

moderates the relationship between strategic orientations and organizational 

performance. Table 5.58 will give the results for the moderating effects of 
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organizational innovation for the relationship between aggressiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness orientations and performance 

measures. 

Table 5.58. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Aggressiveness, Analysis, Defensiveness, 

Futurity, Proactiveness And Riskiness Orientations and Performance 

Dimensions 

Low High . "FIsher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Innovation 'r' Innovation'r' 

Aggressiveness and Overall -0.156 0.061 -1,268 
Performance (R8.1a) 
Aggressiveness and Comparative -0.290 -0.149 -0,863 
Performance (R8.1 b) 
Aggressiveness and Performance -0.144 -0.327 1,130 
Compared to Objectives (R8.1c) 
Aggressiveness and Total -0.277 -0.159 -0,721 
Perceived Performance (R8.1d) 
Analysis and Overall PerfOn11anCe 0.109 0.022 0,508 
(R8.1e) 
Analysis orientation and 0.221 0.094 0,758 
Comparative Performance (B8.1 t) 
Analysis orientation and 0.296 0.210 0,534 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (R8.1 g) 
Analysis orientation and Total 0.245 0.110 0,811 
Perceived Performance (R8.1h) 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.085 -0.093 1,031 
Overall Performance (R8.1 i) 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.128 0.021 0,625 
Comparative Performance (R8.1j) 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.215 0.118 0,580 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.1k) 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.154 0.022 0,774 
Total Perceived Performance 
(R8.1l) 
Futurity orientation and Overall -0.018 -0.007 ·0,064 
Performance (R8.1m) 
Futurity orientation and 0.165 0.089 0,449 
Comparative Performance (R8.1n) 
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Futurity orientation and 0.344 0.102 1,489 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.Io) 

, 

Futurity orientation and Total 0.190 0.083 0,634 
Perceived Performance (H8.1 p) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.194 0.432 -1,545 
Overall Performance (H8.1r) 
Proacti veness orientation and 0.220 0.455 -1,554 
Comparative Performance (H8.Is) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.278 0.403 -0,824 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.It) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.255 0.479 -1,516 
Total Perceived Performance 
(HS.Iu) -
Riskiness orientation and Overall -0.023 0.092 -0,673 
Performanc~ (HS.l v) 
Riskiness orientation and 0.179 0.227 -0,291 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.1w) 
Riskiness orientation and 0.218 0.218 0 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.lx) 
Riskiness orientation and Total 0.176 0.222 -0,278 
Perceived Performance (H8.Iy) 
Bold values mdicate sigmficant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. Since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 

1.96 in Table 5.5 all of the hypotheses (from HS.1a to HS.ly) are rejected. It can be 

concluded that organizational iinovation does not moderate the relations between 

each of the strategic orientations and performance measures. Significant correlations 

are found between aggressiveness and comparative performance ( r = -0.290), 

between aggressiveness and total perceived performance ( r = -0.277), between 

analysis orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.296), between 

futurity orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.344), between 

proactivenes orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.278) in the 

low organizational innovation sample. In the high organizational innovation sample, 

the relations between aggressiveness orientation and performance compared to 
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objectives (r = -0.327), between analysis orientations and performance compared to 

objectives (r = 0.210), between proactiveness orientation and overall performance, 

comparative performance, performance compared to objectives, total perceived 

performance (r = 0.432, 0.455, 00403, 0.479 respectively), between riskiness 

orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives, total 

perceived performance (r = 0.227, 0.218, 0.222 respectively) are found to be 

statistically significant. 

5.2.11. Organizational Learning as a Moderator of the Relationship Betv"een 

Strategic Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

strategic orientations and organizational performance. According to the frequency 

results, organizational learning is grouped into two as; low organizational learners 

and high organizational leamers at the cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of 

organizational learning is 4.0121) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the 

significance of the the difference between the correlation coefficients for these two 

variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's 

Z values will indicate if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

strategic orientations and organizational performance. Table 5.59 will give the results 

for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the relationship between 

aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness 

orientations and performance measures. 
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Table 5.59. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners (or Aggressiveness, Analysis, Defensiveness, Futurity, 

Proactiveness And Riskiness Orientations and Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners 'r' Learners 'r' 

Aggressiveness and Overall 0.109 -0.145 1.443 
Performance (H8.2a) 
Aggressiveness and Comparative -0.135 -0.303 0.999 
Performance (H8.2b) 
Aggressiveness and Performance -0.116 -0.489 2.361 * 
Compared to Objectives (H8.2c) 

. Aggressiveness and Total -0.101 -0.341 1.433 
Perceived Performance (H8.2d) 
Analysis and Overall Performance · 0.179 0.038 0.807 
(H8.2e) 
Analysis orientation and 0.191 0.158 0.192 
Comparative Performance (H8.2f) 
Analysis orientation and 0.375 0.267 0.681 I 
Performance Compared to I 
Objectives (HS.2g) I 
Analysis orientation and Total 0.243 0.174 0.407 

r 

I Perceived Performance (HS.2h) 
Defensiveness orientation and -0.06S 0.039 -0.605 I 
Overall Performance (HS.2i) i 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.055 0.115 -0.341 I Comparative Performance (HS.2j) ! 

Defensiveness orientation and 0.127 0.257 -0.763 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.2k) 
Defensiveness orientation and 0.053 0.140 -0.496 
Total Perceived Performance 
(HS.21) 
Futurity orientation and Overall 0.017 0.001 0.090 
Performance (HS.2m) 
Futurity orientation and O.lSS 0.112 0.439 
Comparative Performance (HS.2n) 
Futurity orientation and 0.318 0.193 0.756 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.20) 
Futurity orientation and Total 0.201 0.121 0.464 
Perceived Performance (HS.2p) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.21S 0.511 -1.934 
Overall Performance (HS.2r) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.213 0.551 -2.278* 
Comparative Performance (HS.2s) 
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Proactiveness orientation and 0.392 
Perfornmnce Compared to 
Objectives (H8.2t) 
Proactiveness orientation and 0.269 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.2u) 
Riskiness orientation and Overall 0.024 
Performan<~~ (H8.2v) 
Riskiness orientation and 0.123 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.2w) 
Riskiness orientation and 0.282 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.2x) 
Riskiness orientation and Total 0.148 
Perceived Performance (H8.2y) 
Bold values mdIcate slgmficant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.524 -0.947 

0.588 -2.252* 

0.156 -0.753 

0.333 -1.257 

0.342 -0.376 

0.337 -1.139 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.59, moderating effect of 

organiziational learning is found for the relationships between aggressiveness 

orientation and performance compared to objectives, between proactiveness 

orientation and comparative performance, between proactiveness orientation and 

total perceived performance. Therefore H8.2c, H8.2s and H8.2u are confirmed. In the 

low organizational leamers group, significant correlations are found between 

analysis orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.375), between 

futurity orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.318), between 

proactiveness orientation and performance compared to objectives ( r = 0.392), 

between riskiness orientation and performance compared to objectives ( r = 0.282). 

In the high organizational learners group, significant correlation are found between 

aggressiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives, total perceived performance (r = -0.303, -0.489, 0.341 respectively), 

b,etween analysis orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.267), 

between defensiveness orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = 



388 

0.257), between proactiveness orientation and overall perfonnance, comparative 

perfonnance, perfonnance compared to objectives, total perceived perfonnance (r = 

0.511, 0.551, 0.524, 0.588, respectively), between riskiness orientation and 

comparative performance, perfonnance compared to objectives, total perceived 

performance (r = 0.333,0.342,0.337, respectively). 

5.2.12. Market Related Factors as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Strategic Orientation and Organizational Performance 

This section- analyzes" if'market related-'fffctors'(market" turbulence,' competitive 

intensity, technological turbulence, and market growth) moderate the relationships 

between strategic orientations and organizational perfonnance. According to the 

frequency results, market turbulence is grouped into two as; low market turbulence 

and high market turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.4 (since the mean of market 

turbulence is 3.4276) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Competitive intensity is 

grouped into as; low competitive intensity and high competitive intenstiy at the 

cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of competitive intensity is 4.0855) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. Technological turbulence is grouped into as; low technological 

turbulence and high technological turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.5 (since the 

mean of technological turbulence is 3.5592) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Market 

growth is grouped into two as; low market growth and high market growth at the 

cutoff point of 3.9 (since the mean of market turbulence is 3.9013) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the 

correlation coefficients for these variables occuring from two different samples, 

Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if market related factors 

moderate the relationships between strategic orientations and organizational 
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perfonnance. Table 5.60, Table 5.61, Table 5.62, Table 5.63, Table 5.64, Table 5.65 

will give the results for the moderating effects of market related factors for the 

relationships between aggressivenes, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness 

and riskiness orientations and performance measures, respectively. 

Table 5.60. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Aggressiveness 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence'r' 

Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.021 -0.084 0.373 
Overall Performance (H8.3a) 

Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.065 -0.341 1.711 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.3b) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.237 -0.449 1.426 , 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.3c) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.098 -0.352 1.588 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.3d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.188 0.012 -1.210 
Overall Performance (H8.3e) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.455 -0.157 -1.991 * 
Comparative Performance (H8.3f) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.599 -0.210 -2.863* 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.3g) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.494 -0.152 -2.322* 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.3h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.007 -0.108 0.613 
Overall Performance (H8.3i) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.220 -0.274 0.348 
Comparative Performance (H8.3j) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.279 -0.431 1.055 
Performance Compared to 
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Objectives (H8.3k) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.218 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.31) 

Low M-arket 
Growth'r' 

Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.259 
Overall Performance (H8.3m) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.462 
Comparative Performance 

. (H8.3n) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.236 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.30) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and -0.438 
Total Perceived .Performance ..... ·r'·· ... · .' <.~ .'" ~v 

(H8.3p) 
Bold values rndlCate slgnIficant correlatIOn coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

-0.301 0.538 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth 'r' 
-0.036 -0.971 

-0.229 -1.131 

-0.408 0.817 

-0.252 0.899 

'" 
-

According to Table 5.60, it is found that market turbulence, technological turbulnece 

and market growth does not moderate the relations between aggressiveness 

orientation and performance measures. Thereby, H8.3a to H8.3d, H8.3i to H8.3l, 

H8.3m to H8.3p are rejected. Also it is found that competitive intensity does not 

moderate the relation between aggressiveness orientation and overall performance 

and H8.3e is rejected. However, as hypothesized, competitive intensity moderates the 

relations between aggressiveness orientation and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. H8.3f, H8.3g, 

and H8.3h are all confirmed. 

For the high market turbulence group, significant correlations are found between 

aggressiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance ( r = -0.341, -0.449, -0.352 respectively). 

For the low competitive intensity group, significant correlations are found between 

aggressiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 
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objectives and total perceived performance (r = -0.455, -0.599, -0.494 respectively). 

For the low technological turbulence group, the relation between aggressivenes 

orientation and performance compared to objectives (r = -0.279) and in the high 

technological turbulence group, the relations between aggressiveness orientation and 

comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance (r = -0.274, -0.431, -0.301 respectively) are significantly correlated. 

Finally for both the low and high market growth group, the relations between 

aggressiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives anci,t6tal..pe.rc.eived performance . .a.re found-to be significantly correlated. 

Table 5.61. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Analysis 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Analysis Orientation and Overall 0.098 0.100 -0.012 
Performance (H8.4a) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.171 0.222 -0.313 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.4b) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.279 0.359 -0.526 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.4c) 
Analysis Orientation and Total 0.195 0.249 -0.335 
Perceived Performance (H8.4d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity'r' Intensity 'r' 

Analysis Orientation and Overall 0.222 0.032 1.159 
Performance (H8.4e) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.407 0.076 2.129* 
Comparative Performance (H8.4f) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.613 0.119 3.555* 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.4g) 
Analysis Orientation and Total 0.468 0.083 2.539* 
Perceived Performance (H8.4h) 
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Low 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 

Analysis Orientation and Overall 0.082 
Performance (H8.4i) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.071 
Comparative Performance (H8.4j) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.240 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.4k) 
Analysis Orientation and Total 0.113 
Perceived Performance (H8.41) 

Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Analysis Orientation and Overall 0.325 
Performance (H8.4m) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.438 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.4n) 
Analysis Orientation and 0.378 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.4o) 
Analysis Orientation and Total 0.460 
Perceived Performance (H8.4p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

High Fisher's Z 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 
0.118 -0.219 

0.251 -1.120 

0.365 -0.833 

0.273 -1.007 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' 
0.074 1.116 

0.167 1.277 

0.345 0.161 

0.200 1.249 

According to table 5.61, it is found that market turbulence, technological turbulence 

and market growth does not moderate the relations between analysis orientation and 

performance measures. Thereby, H8.4a to H8.4d, H8.4i to H8.41, H8.4m to H8.4p 

are rejected. Also it is found that competitive intensity does not moderate the relation 

between analysis orientation and overall performance and H8.4e is rejected. 

However, as hypothesized, competitive intensity moderates the relations between 

analysis orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance. H8.4f, H8.4g, and H8.4h are all 

confirmed. 
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For the high market turbulence group, significant correlations are found between 

analysis orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance ( r == 0.222, 0.359, 0.249, respectively). 

For the low market turbulence group, the relation between analysis orientation and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.279) is significantly correlated. For the 

low competitive intensity group, significant correlations are found between analysis 

orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and 

total perceived performance (r = 0.470, 0.6l3, 0.468, respectively). For the low 

technological turhulence group, the relation between analysis·· orientation and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.240) and in the high technological 

turbulence group, the relations between analysis orientation and comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance (r 

= 0.251, 0.365, 0.273 respectively) are significantly correlated. Finally for the low 

market growth group, the relations between analysis orientation and comparative 

performance, total perceived performance (r = 0.438, 0.460, respectively) 

significantly correlated. In the high market growth group, the relations between 

analysis orientations and performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance are significantly correlated (r = 0.345 and 0.200, respectively). 

Table 5.62. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Defensiveness 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Defensiveness Orientation and 0.024 -0.010 0.200 
Overall Performance (H8.5a) 
Oefensiveness Orientation and 0.151 -0.093 1.447 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.5b) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.333 -0.162 3.004* 
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Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.5c) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.179 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.5d) 

Low 
Competitive 
Intensity 'r' 

Defensiveness Orientation and 0.191 
Overall Performance (H8.5e) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.361 
Comparative Performance (H8.5f) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.507 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.5g) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.406 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.5h) 

Low 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 

Defensiveness Orientation and -0.164 
Overall Performance (H8.5i) 
Defensiveness Orientation and -0.100 
Comparative Performance (H8.5j) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.031 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.5k) 
Defensiveness Orientation and -0.094 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.51) 

Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Defensiveness Orientation and 0.399 
Overall Performance (H8.5m) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.488 
Comparative Performance 
(HS.5n) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.550 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.50) 
Defensiveness Orientation and 0.545 
Total Perceived Performance 
(HS.5p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

-0.098 1.646 

High Fisher's Z 
Competitive 
Intensity 'r' 
-0.100 1.758 

-0.020 2.382* 

0.034 
-" 1--. 

3.139* 

-0.024 2.721 * 

High Fisher's Z I 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' I 
0.145 -1.882 

I 
0.250 -2.149* I 

0.349 -2.014* 

0.273 -2.262* 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' 
-0.052 2.012* 

0.058 2.016* 

0.197 1.775 

0.072 2.286* 
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According to Table 5.62, market turbulence moderates the relationship between 

defensiveness orientation and performance compared to objectives. This result makes 

H8.5c confirmed. Competition intensity and technological turbulence moderate the 

relations between defensiveness orientation and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. Therefore, 

H8.5f, H8.5g, H8.5h, H8.5j, H8.5k and H8.51 are accepted. Market growth moderates 

the relations between defensiveness orien,~ation and overall performance, 

comparative performance and total perceived performance. H8.5m, H8.5n and 

H8.5p are accepted. In the low market turbulence group, there is a significant 

correlation between defensiveness orientation and performance compared to 

objectives (r = 0.333). In the low competitive intensity group, significant correlations 

exist between defensiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance 

compared to objectives and total perceived performance (r =0.361, 0.507, 0.406, 

respectively). In the high technological turbulence group, significant correlations 

exist between defensiveness orientation and comparative performance, performance 

compared to objectives and total perceived performance (r =0.250, 0.349, 0.273, 

respectively). In the low market growth group, relations between defensiveness 

orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and 

total perceived performance are significantly correlated (r = 0.488, 0.550, 0.545, 

respectively). Finally in the high market growth group, the relation between 

defensiveness orientation and performance compared to objectives is significantly 

correlated ( r = 0.197). 
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Table 5.63. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Futurity 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Futurity Orientation and Overall 0.093 0.028 0.384 
Performance (H8.6a) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.254 0.166 0.543 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.6b) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.295 0.303 -0.051 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.6c) 
Futurity Orientation and Total 0.257 0.186 0.440 
Perceived Performance (H8.6d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 2r' Intensity 'r' 

Futurity Orientation and Overall 0.102 0.041 0.367 I Performance (H8.6e) ! 

Futurity Orientation and 0.257 0.154 0.644 i 

Comparative Performance (H8.6f) 
I 

Futurity Orientation and 0.527 0.153 2.584* 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.6g) 
Futurity Orientation and Total 0.319 0.148 1.086 
Perceived Performance (H8.6h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Futurity Orientation and Overall 0.085 0.034 0.309 
Performance (H8.6i) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.187 0.175 0.075 
Comparative Performance (H8.6j) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.244 0.309 -0.425 

Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.6k) 
Futurity Orientation and Total 0.199 0.193 0.038 

Perceived Performance (H8.61) 
Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth 'r' 

Futurity Orientation and Overall 0.307 -0.012 1.990* 
Performance (H8.6m) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.431 0.118 3.502* 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.6n) 
Futurity Orientation and 0.522 0.222 4.863* 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.60) 
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. Futurity Orientation and Total 0.481 0.127 
; Perceived Performance (HS.6p) 

Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

3.939* 

No moderating effects of market turbulence and technological turbulence is found for 

the relationships between futurity orientation and performance measures. Therefore, 

HS.6a to HS.6d and HS.6i to H8.61 are rejected. Competitive intensity moderates the 

relation between futurity orientation and performance compared to objectives and 

this makes HS.6g accepted while HS.6e, H8.6f and HS.6h are rejected. It is found 

that market -growth. moderates the--relation, between futurity orientation- and all 

performance measures making HS.6 m to HS.6p confirmed. 

In the low market turbulence group, relations between futurity orientation and 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are 

significantly correlated ( r = 0.295 and 0.257, respectively). In the high market 

trubulence group, relation between futurity orientation and performance compared to 

objectives is significantly correlated (r = 0.303). In the low competitive intensity 

group, relations between futurity orientation and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are 

significantly correlared (r =0.257, 0.527, 0.319, respectively). In both the low and 

high technological turbulence group, the relation between futurity orientation and 

performance compared to objectives is significantly correlated (r = 0.244 and 0.309, 

respectively). In the low market growth group, the relations between futurity 

orientation and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and 

total perceived performance are significantly correlared (1' =0.431, 0.522, 0.4S1, 

respectively). In the high market growth group, the relation between futurity 
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orientation and performance compared to objectives is significantly correleted (r = 

0.222). 

Table 5.64. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Proactiveness 

Orientation and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence'r' 

Proactiveness Orientation and 0.486 0.360 0.907 
Overall Performance (HS.7a) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.626 0.367 2.062* 
Comparative Performance 
(HS.7b) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.471 0.531 -0.472 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.7c) I 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.625 0.428 1.626 

I Total Perceived Performance 
(HS.7d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 

! 

Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.593 0.337 1.984* 
Overall Performance (H8.7e) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.597 0.406 1.542 
Comparative Performance (H8.7t) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.598 0.495 0.882 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.7g) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.665 0.441 1.965* 
Total Perceived Performance 
(HS.7h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Proactiveness Orientation and 0.479 0.397 0.614 
Overall Performance (HS.7i) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.532 0.414 0.921 
Comparative Performance (HS.7j) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.498 0.510 -0.097 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.7k) 
Ptoactiveness Orientation and 0.567 0.463 0.S57 
Total Perceived Performance 
(H8.71) 
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Low Market High Market 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Proactiveness Orientation and 0.297 , 0.445 
Overall Performance (H8.7m) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.407 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.7n) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.502 ! 

Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H8.70) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 0.457 
Total Perceived Performance 

. (H8.7p) .-
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.481 

0.536 

0.527 

Fisher's Z 

-0.730 

-0.391 

-0.L97 

-0.392 

Market turbulence moderates the relation between proactiveness orientation and 

comparative performance and this makes H8.7b accepted. Competitive intensity 

moderates the relation between proactiveness orientation and overall performance 

and total perceived performance. Therefore H8.7e and H8.7h are accepted. Since 

there is no other moderating effect of market turbulence, competitive intensity, 

technological turbulence and market growth found, H8.7a, H8.7c, H8.7d, H8.7f, 

H8.7g, H8.7i to H8.71 and H8.7m to HS.7p are rejected. 

All of the relations between proactiveness orientation and all performance measures 

are found to be significantly correlated in the low and high market turbulence, in the 

low and high competitive intenstiy, in the low and high technological turbulence and 

in the low and high market growth groups. The only exception for this is the 

insignificant correlation between proactiveness orientation and overall performance 

in the low market growth sample ( r = 0.297). 
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Table 5.65. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Riskiness 

Orientation and. Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Riskiness Orientation and Overall 0.342 -0.016 2.195* 
Performance (H8.8a) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.385 0.248 0.899 
Comparative Performance 
(H8.8b) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.462 0.292 1.173 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.8c) 
Riskiness Orientation and Total 0.426 0.238 1.252 
Perceived Performance (HS.8d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Riskiness Orientation and Overall 0.213 0.093 0.736 
Performance (HS.Se) I 

i 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.403 0.240 1.092 ! 

Comparative Performance (H8.Sf) ! 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.579 0.214 2.654* I 

I 
Performance Compared to 

I Objectives (HS.Sg) 
Riskiness Orientation and Total 0.456 0.230 1.544 
Perceived Performance (HS.Sh) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Riskiness Orientation and Overall 0.121 0.14S -0.166 
Performance (HS.Si) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.223 0.343 -0.789 
Comparative Performance (HS.Sj) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.303 0.386 -0.569 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.Sk) 
Riskiness Orientation and Total 0.244 0.349 -0.696 
Perceived Performance (HS.8l) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Riskiness Orientation and Overall 0.609 0.036 2.846* 
Performance (HS.8m) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.578 0.227 1.S16 
Comparative Performance 
(HS.8n) 
Riskiness Orientation and 0.521 0.303 1.123 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HS.So) 
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Riskiness Orientation and Total 0.642 0.231 
Perceived Performance (H8.8p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at ex = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

2.232* 

Market turbulence moderates the relation between riskiness orientation and overall 

performance: H8.8a is accepted. Competitive intenstiy moderates the relation 

between riskiness orientation and performance compared to objectives: H8.8g is 

confirmed. No moderating effect of technological turbulence is found for the relation 

between riskiness orientation and performance measures. Market growth moderates 

the relations between riskiness orientation.and Oyerall, and total, perceived 

performance making H8.8m and H8.8p confirmed. 

In the low and high market turbulence group and in the low and high competitive 

intensity group and in the high technological turbulence group and in the high market 

growth group, all the relations except the one between riskiness orientation and 

overall performance are significantly correlated. In the low technological turbulence 

group, relations between riskiness orientation and performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance are signifcantly correlated (r = 0.303 and 

0.244, respectively). Finally, all the relations between riskiness orientation and 

performance measures are significantly correlated in the low market growth group. 

5.2.14 Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational culture types (market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan 

cultures) and organizational performance measures. Reliability tests were conducted 

for each of the organizational culture types and all of the scales were found to be 
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reliable. Therefore the analyses can be conducted on the total level for these cultural 

typologies. Table 5.66, 5.67,5.68, 5.69, 5.70 will give the results of the correlation 

analyses conducted between market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan culture types 

respectively and performance measures. 

Table 5.66. Correlation Analysis of Market Culture With Performance 

Measures 

n r l! 
Market Culture and Overall Performance (H9.1aJ 152 0.053 0.516 
Market Culture and Comparative Performance 152 0.115 0.160 
(H9.l b) 
Market Culture and Performance Compared to 152 0.180 0.026 
Ob.iectives (H9.1c) 
Market Culture and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.128 0.117 
(H9.1d) 

According to Table 5.66, significant correlation is found between market culture and 

performance compared to objectives and H9.1 c is confirmed. The remaining 

hypotheses (H9.1a, H9.1b and H9.1d) are rejected. 

Table 5.67. Correlation Analysis of Adhocracy Culture With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 

Adhocracy Culture and Overall Performance 152 0.205 0.011 
(H9.2a) 
Adhocracy Culture and Comparative 152 0.224 0.006 
Performance(H9.2bJ 
Adhocracy Culture and Performance 152 0.351 0.000 
Compared to Ob.iectives (H9.2c) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total Perceived 152 0.265 0.001 
Performance (H9.2d) 

The results of Table 5.67 indicate that all of the relations between adhocracy culture 

and overall performance, com.parative performance, performance compared to 
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objectives and total perceived performance are significantly correlated. These results 

confirm H9.2a, H9.2b, H9.2cand H9.2d. 

Table 5.68. Correlation Analysis of Hierarchy Culture With Performance 

Measures 

n r .p 

Hierarchy Culture and Overall Performance 152 -0.138 0.089 
(H9.3a) 
Hierarchy Culture and Comparative 152 -0.165 0.042 
Performance (H9.3b) 
Hierarchy Culture and Performance Compared 152 -0.322 0.000 
to Objectives (li9.3c) 
Hierarchy Culture and Total Perceived 152 -0.206 0.011 
Performance (H9.3d) 

The relationships. between hierarchy culture and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are found to be 

significantly correlated and H9.3b, H9.3c, H9.3d are confirmed in negative direction. 

Due to the negative sign of the correlations it can be said that the dominant the 

hierarchy culture of the firm, the lower will be its comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.69. Correlation Analysis of Clan Culture With Performance Measures 

n r P 

Clan Culture and Overall Performance (H9Aa) 152 -0.090 0.272 

Clan Culture and Comparative Performance 152 -0.132 0.106 
(H9.4b) 
Clan Culture and Performance Compared to 152 -0.123 0.132 
Objectives (H9.4c) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived Performance 152 -0.135 0.098 
(H9.4d) 

No significant correlations are found between clan culture and performance 

measures. Therefore H9.4a to H9 Ad are all rejected. 
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5.2.14. Organizational Culture and Employee Responses 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational culture types (market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan 

cultures) and employee responses measures. Reliability tests were conducted for each 

of the organizational culture types and employee responses and all of the scales were 

found to be reliable. Therefore, the analyses can be conducted on the total level. 

Table 5.70, 5.71, 5.72, and 5.73 will give the results of the correlation analyses 

conducted between market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan cultures respectively and 

employee responses. 

Table 5.70. Correlation Analysis of Market Culture With Employee Responses 

n r p I 
Market Culture and Employee Responses (HlO.la) 152 0.053 0.519 I 
Market Culture and Organizational Commitment 152 0.070 0.392 I 

I 
(HlO.lb) J 
Market Culture and Esprit de Corps (HI0.lc) 152 0.024 0.771 J 

According to Table 5.70, none of the correlations between market culture and 

employee responses are significant and therefore HI0.la, HlO.lb and H10.lc are 

rejected. 

Table 5.71. Correlation Analysis of Adhocracy Culture With Employee 

Responses 

n r J! 
Adhocracy Culture and Employee Responses 152 0.265 0.001 
(HI0.2a) 
Adhocracy Culture and Organizational I 152 0.313 0.000 
Commitment (H10.2b) 
A-dhocracy Culture and Esprit de Corps 152 0.160 0.048 
(HI0.2c) 
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The results of Table 5.71 indicate that all the relations between adhocracy culture 

and employee responses are significa..'1tly correlated. Therefore, H10.2a, HI0.2b and 

HI 0.2c are all confirmed. 

Table 5. 72. Correl~tion Analysis of Hierarchy Culture With Employee 

Responses 

n r p 
Hierarchy Culture and Employee Responses 152 -0.350 0.000 
(HIG.3a) 
Hierarchy Culture and Organizational 152 -0.289 0.000 
Commitment{ij10.3b) --
Hierarchy Culture and Esprit de Corps 152 -0.341 0.000 
(HIO.3c) 

All of the relations. between hierarchy culture and employee responses are found to 

be statistically significant and HlO.3a, HIO.3b and H10.3c are all confirmed in 

negative direction. Due to the negative sign of the correlations, it can be said that the 

dominant the hierarchy culture in a firm, the less favorable will be the employee 

responses and the lower will be organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

Table 5.73. Correlation Analysis of Clan Culture With Employee Responses 

n r J! 
Clan Culture and Employee Responses (HI0.4a) 152 0.105 0.199 
Clan Culture and Organizational Commitment 152 -0.040 0.627 
(H10.4b) 
Clan Culture and Esprit de Corps (HI0.4c) 152 0.233 0.004 

The only significantly correlated relation was between clan culture and esprit de 

corps according to Table 5.73. HIO.4c is confirmed and it can be stated that the 

dominant the clan culture in a firm, the higher will be its esprit de corps. The 

remaining hypotheses ofHlO.4a and HIO.4b are rejected. 
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5.2.15. Organizational Culture and. Customer Satisfaction 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational culture types (market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan 

cultures) and customer satisfaction. Reliability tests were conducted for each of the 

organizational culture types and customer satisfaction and all of the scales were 

found to be reliable. Therefore the analyses can be conducted on the total level. 

Table 5.74 will give the results of the correlation analyses conducted between 

market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan cultures respectively and customer 

satisfaction. 

Table 5.74. Correlation Analysis of Organizational Culture Types With 

Customer Satisfaction 

n r J! 
Market Culture and Customer Satisfaction (HIla) 152 0.042 0.605 
Adhocracy Culture and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.314 0.000 
(HUb) 
Hierarchy Culture and Customer Satisfaction 152 -0.358 0.000 
(HUc) 
Clan Culture and Customer Satisfaction (HIld) 152 0.058 0.481 

According to Table 5.74, there are significant correlations between adhocracy culture 

and customer satisfaction (r = 0.314) and between hierarchy culture and customer 

satisfaction (r = -0.358). Hll b is confirmed and it can be asserted that the dominant 

the adhocracy culture in a firm, the higher will be customer satisfaction. Since the 

correlation between hierarchy culture and customer satisfaction is negative, it can be 

said that the dominant the hierarchy culture in a firm, the lower will be the customer 

satisfaction. Thereby, Hl1c is confirmed in negative direction. 
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5.2.16. Organizational Innovatiori as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational innovation moderates the relationship 

between organizational culture types and organizational performa..'1ce. According to 

the frequency results, organizational innovation is grouped into two as; low 

organizational innovation and high organizational innovationat the cutoff point of 4 

(since the mean of organizational innovation is 3.9572) on a scale ranging from 1 to 

5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the correlation 

coefficients for these two variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-

test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if organizational innovation 

moderates the relationship between organizational culture types and organizational 

performance. Table 5.75 will give the results for the moderating effects of 

organizational innovation for the relationship between market, adhocracy, hierarchy 

and clan culture types and performance measures. 

Table 5.75. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Market, Adhocracy, Hierarchy and Clan Culture 

Types and Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Innovation 'r' Innovation 'r' 

Market Culture and Overall -0.159 0.134 -1.715 
Performance (HI2.1a) 
Market Culture and Comparative -0.098 0.191 -1.695 
Performance (H12.1b) 
Market Culture and Performance 0.062 0.181 -0.703 
Compared to Objectives (H12.1c) 
Market Culture and Total -0.089 0.196 -0.635 
Perceived Performance (H12.ld) 
Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.148 0.112 0.213 
Performance (H12.1e) 
Adhocracy Culture and -0.046 0.205 -1.476 
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Comparative Performance 
(HI2.lf) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.096 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H 12.1 g) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.009 
Perceived Performance (HI2.1h) 
Hierarchy Culture and Overall -0.062 
Performance (H12.1i) 
Hierarchy Culture and 0.095 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.lj) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.296 
Performanr:e Compared to 
Objectives (H12.1k) 
Hierarchy Culture and Total 0.004 
Perceived Performance (H12.1l) 
Clan Culture and Overall 0.107 
Performance (H12.1m) 
Clan Culture and Comparative 0.051 
Performance (H12.1n) 
Clan Culture and Performance 0.162 
Compared to Objectives (HI2.10) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived 0.089 
Performance (HI2.I p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.246 -0.899 

0.214 -1.210 

-0.081 0.111 

-0.179 1.605 

-0.172 -0.763 . 

-0.177 1.063 

-0.158 1.550 

-0.180 1.354 

-0.187 2.049* 

-0.192 1.648 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. The only Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96 

belong to the moderating effect of organizational innovation on the relation between 

clan culture and performance compared to objectives. This makes H12.1 0 confirmed 

while all the remaining hypotheses (HI2.1a to H12.1p except H12.10) are rejected. 

In the low organizational innovation group, the relation betwen hierarchy culture and 

performance compared to objectives is negatively and significantly correlated (r = -

0.296). In the high organizational innovation group, the relations between adhocracy 

culture and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance are significantly correlated (r = 0.205, 0.246, 0.214, 

respectively). 
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5.2.17. Organizational Learning as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance ,. 

This section analyzes if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational culture types and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational learning is grouped into two as; low organizational 

learners and high organizational learners at the cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of 

organizational learning is 4.0121) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the 

significance Df the the difference between the correlation coefficients for these two 

variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's 

Z values will indicate if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational culture types and organizational performance. Table 5.76 will give the 

results for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the relationship 

between market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan culture types and performance 

measures. 

Table 5.76. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners for Market, Adhocracy, Hierarchy and Clan Culture 

Types and Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners 'r' Learners 'r' 

Market Culture and Overall -0.231 0.277 -2.934* 
Performance (H12.2a) 
Market Culture and Comparative -0.169 0.298 -2.698* 
Performance (HI2.2b) 
Market Culture and Performance 0.075 0.350 -2.488* 
Compared to Objectives (H12.2c) I 
Market Culture and Total -0.178 0.331 -2.958* 
Perceived PerfOlmance (H12.2d) 
Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.262 0.084 1.039 
Perfonnance (HI2.2e) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.139 0.172 -0.191 
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Comparative Performance 
(H12.2t) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.226 
Perfornlance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.2g) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.191 
Perceived Performance (H12.2h) 
Hierarchy Culture and Overall -0.006 
Performance (H 12.2i) -
Hierarchy Culture and 0.089 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.2j) 

, Hierarchy Culture and -0.055 
Performa~ce Compared to 
Objectives (H12.2k) 
Hierarchy Culture and Total 0.052 
Perceived Perfortnance(HI2.21) .. 
Clan Culture and Overall 0.018 
Performance (H12.2m) 
Clan Culture and Comparative -0.055 
Performance (HI2.2n) 
Clan Culture and Performance -0.048 
Compared to Objectives (H12.20) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived -0.046 
Performance (H12.2p) 
Bold values mdlcate sigmficant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.298 -0.437 

0.198 -0.041 

-0.145 0.790 

-0.225 1.796 

-0.381 1.954 

-0.263 1.815 

-0.159 1.007 

-0.173 0.676 

-0.165 0.669 

-0.185 0.797 

The critical z value at ex = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.76, organizational 

learning moderates the relations betwen market culture and overall performance, 

comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance. Therefore, H12.2a to H12.2d are all confirmed. No moderating effec of 

organizational learning on the relationships between adhocracy, hierarchy and clan 

cultures and performance measures is found and thereby H12.2e to H12.2p are all 

rejected. 

The relations betwen market culture and all performance measures are found to be 

significantly correlated in the high organizational learners group ( r = 0.277, 0.298, 

0.350, 0.331, respectively). Significant correlations were also found for adhocracy 

i 
! 
! 

I 
I 
I 

i 
I 
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culture and perfonmince compared to objectives and total perceived performance in 

the high organizational learners group. Finally, significantly negative correlations 

exist between hierarchy culture and comparative culture, performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance in the high organizational learners group 

(r = -0.225, -0.381, -0.263, respectively). 

5.2.1S. Market Related Factors as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance 

This sectionanalyzes.,if market related factors. (market turbulence~" competitive 

intensity, technological turbulence, and market growth) moderate the relationships 

between organizational culture types and organizational performance. According to 

the frequency results, market turbulence is grouped into two as; low market 

turbulence and high market turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.4 (since the mean of 

market turbulence is 3.4276) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Competitive intensity is 

grouped into as; low competitive intensity and high competitive intenstiy at the 

cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of competitive intensity is 4.0855) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. Technological turbulence is grouped into as; low technological 

turbulence and high technological turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.5 (since the 

mean of technological turbulence is 3.5592) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Market 

growth is grouped into two as; low market growth and high market growth at the 

cutoff point of 3.9 (since the mean of market turbulence is 3.9013) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the 

correlation coefficients for these variables occuring from two different samples, 

Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if market related factors 

moderate the relationships between organizational culture types and organizational 
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performance. Table 5.77, Table 5.78, Table 5.79, and Table 5.80 will give the results 

for the moderating effects of market related factors for the relationships between 

market, adhocracy, hierrachy and clan cultures and performance measures 

respectively. 

Table 5.77. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Market Culture 

and Performance Dimensions 

r-'~ 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Market Culture and Overall 0.145 -0.041 1.103 
Performance (H12.3a) 

Market Culture and Comparative 0.245 0.038 1.250 
Performance (H12.3b) ! 

Market Culture and Performance 0.145 0.189 -0.267 

I Compared to Objectives (H12.3c) 
Market Culture and Total 0.229 0.058 1.032 

I Perceived Performance (H12.3d) 
Low High Fisher's Z I 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' I 

Market Culture and Overall 0.185 -0.065 1.509 
Performance (H12.3e) 
Market Culture and Comparative 0.249 0.007 1.480 
Performance (H12.3f) 
Market Culture and Performance 0.398 -0.012 2.593* 
Compared to Objectives (H12.3g) 
Market Culture and Total 0.299 -0.007 1.887 
Perceived Performance (H12.3h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Market Culture and Overall 0.036 0.053 -0.103 
Performance (H12.3i) 
Market Culture and Comparative 0.090 0.108 -0.109 
Performance (H12.3j) 
Market Culture and Performance 0.133 0.175 -0.260 
Compared to Objectives (H12.3k) 
Market Culture and Total 0.098 0.121 -0.141 
Perceived Performance (H12.31) 
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Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Market Culture and Overall -0.317 " 

Performance (H12.3m) 
Market Culture and Comparative -0.304 
Performance (H12.3n) 
Market Culture and Performance -0.117 
Compared to Objectives (H12.30) 
Market Culture and Total -0.305 
Perceived Performance (H12.3p) 
Bold values mdlcate sIgnIficant correlatIOn coefficients at a. = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' 
0.151 -2.037* 

0.221 -2.284* 

0.271 -1.677 

0.238 -2.365* 

The critical value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.77, competitive intensity 

moderates the relation between market culture and performance compared to 

objectives. Therefore H12.3g is confirmed. Also market growth moderates the 

relations between market culture and overall performance, comparative performance 

and total perceived performance since corresponding Fisher's Z values exceeds 1.96. 

H12.3m, H12.3n and H12.3p are accepted. The remaining hypotheses are all 

rejected. 

There are significant correlations between market culture and comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance (r 

= 0.249, 0.398, 0.299, respectively) in the low competitive intensity group. Also, 

there are significant correlations between market culture and comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance (r 

= 0.221,0.271,0.238, respectively) in the high market growth group. 
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Table 5.78. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Adhocracy 

Culture and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence'r' 

Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.239 0.176 0.388 
Performance (H12.4a) 

. Adhocracy Culture and 0.232 0.222 0.062 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.4b) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.318 0.367 -0.327 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.4c) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.269 0.262 0.044 
Perceived Performance (H12.4d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity'r' 

Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.098 0.283 -1.153 
Performance (H12.4e) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.169 0.277 -0.681 I Comparative Performance 
(HI2.4f) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.358 0.354 0.027 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.4g) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.218 0.311 -0.599 
Perceived Performance (H12.4h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.089 0.303 -1.351 
Performance (H12.4i) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.139 0.272 -0.840 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.4j) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.200 0.443 -1.651 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.4k) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.156 0.331 -1.128 
Perceived Performance (H12.41) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Adhocracy Culture and Overall 0.455 0.155 1.419 
Performance (H12.4m) 
Adhocracy Culture and 0.477 0.174 1.455 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.4n) 
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Adhocracy Culture and 0.348 0.338 0.048 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.40) 

, 

. Adhocracy Culture and Total 0.560 0.217 1.748 
Perceived Performance (H12.4p) 
Bold values mdlcate signIficant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 

According to table 5.78, since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be 

said that market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

market growth does not moderate the relations between adhocracy culture and 

performance measures. Therefore, all the hypotheses from H12.4a to H12.4p are 

rejected. 

For the high market turbulence group, significant correlations are found between 

adhocracy culture and comparative performance, performance compared to 

objectives and total perceived performance ( r = 0.222, 0.367, 0.262, respectively). 

For the low market turbulence group, the relations between adhocracy culture and 

performance compared to objectives ( r = 0.318) and total perceived performance (r 

= 0.269) are significantly correlated. 

For the low competitive intensity group, significant correlation is found between 

adhocracy culture and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.358) For both the 

high competitive intensity group and the high technological turbulence group, all the 

relations between adhocracy culture and performance measures are significantly 

correlated. 

For the low market growth group, the relations between adhocracy culture and 

overall performance, comparative performance, and total perceived performance (r = 
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0.455, 0.477, 0.560, respectively) are significantly correlated. In the high market 

growth group, the relations between adhocracy culture and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are 

significantly correlated (r = 0.174, 0.338 and 0.217, respectively). 

Table 5.79. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Hierarchy Culture 

and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Hierarchy CuitUre"'and' Overall ':..0:302 ."'u,,," -0.066· .... .. , ... " ",.'.''', ;.L44S" 
Performance (H12.5a) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.319 -0.097 -1.375 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.5b) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.298 -0.347 0.322 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.5c) I 
Hierarchy Culture and Total -0.339 -0.148 -1.202 
Perceived Performance (H12.5d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Hierarchy Culture and Overall -0.199 -0.099 -0.613 
Performance (H12.5e) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.136 -0.188 0.319 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.5f) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.415 -0.256 -1.076 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.5g) 
Hierarchy Culture and Total -0.222 -0.201 -0.132 
Perceived Performance (H12.5h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Hierarchy Culture and Overall -0.067 -0.234 1.035 
Performance (H12.5i) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.058 -0.279 1.380 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.5j) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.198 -0.460 1.792 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.5k) 
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, Hierarchy Culture and Total -0.093 -0.329 1.501 
Perceived Performance (H12.51) 

'. Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Hierarchy Culture and Overall -0.066 -0.141 0.322 
Performance (H12.5m) 
Hierarchy Culture and 0.210 -0.219 1.848 
Comparative Performance 
(H12.5n) 
Hierarchy Culture and -0.317 -0.316 -0.005 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H12.50) " 

Hierarchy Culture and Total 0.082 -0.244 1.405 
Perceived Performance (H12.5p) I . 
Bold values mdIcate sIgmficant correlation coefficients at a. = 0.05 

According to Table 5.79, since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be 

said that market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

market growth does not moderate the relations between hierarchy culture and 

performance measures. Therefore, all the hypotheses from H12.5a to H12.5p are 

rejected. 

In the low market turbulence group, all the relations between hierarchy culture and 

performance measures are significantly and negatively correlated. In the high market 

trubulence group, there is a significant correlation between hierarchy culture and 

performance compared to objectives (r = -0.347). 

In the low competitive intensity group, significant correlations exist between 

hierarchy culture and performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance (r = -0.415 and -0.222 respectively). In the high competitive intensity 

group, the relation between hierarchy culture and performance compared to 

objectives is significantly and negatively correlated (r = -0.256). In the high 
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technological turbulence group, all the relations between hierarchy culture and 

performance measures are significantly and negatively correlated. In the high market 

growth group, relations between hierarchy culture and comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance are 

significantly correlated (r = -0.219, -0.316, -0.244, respectively). 

Table 5.80. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Clan Culture and 

Performance Dimensions 

-Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Clan Culture and Overall -0.118 -0.024 -0.557 
Performance (H12.6a) 
Clan Culture and Comparative -0.180 -0.117 -0.379 I 

Performance (H12.6b) 
I 

Clan Culture and Performance -0.130 -0.090 -0.239 
I Compared to Objectives (H12.6c) 

Clan Culture and Total Perceived -0.175 -0.108 -0.413 
Performance (HI2.6d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Clan Culture and Overall -0.035 -0.135 0.603 
Performance (HI2.6e) 
Clan Culture and Comparative -0.211 -0.084 -0.778 
PerfOlmance (H12.6f) 
Clan Culture and Performance -0.201 -0.058 -0.872 
Compared to Objectives (HI2.6g) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived -0.204 -0.093 -0.680 
Performance (HI2.6h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Clan Culture and Overall -0.063 -0.102 0.297 
Performance (H12.6i) 
Clan Culture and Comparative -0.168 -0.083 -0.522 
Performance (HI2.6j) 
Clan Culture and Performance -0.046 -0.151 0.641 
Compared to Objectives (HI2.6k) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived -0.143 -0.106 -0.227 
Performance (HI2.61) 

: 
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Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Clan Culture and Overall 0.070 -0.127 0.838 
Performance (H12.6m) 
Clan Culture and Comparative -0.247 -0.114 -0.584 
Performance (H12.6n) 
Clan Culture and Performance 0.212 -0.204 1.790 
Compared to Objectives (H12.60) 
Clan Culture and Total Perceived -0.130 -0.143 0.056 
Performance (H12.6p) 
Bold values mdIcate sIgmficant correlatIon coefficIents at a = 0.05 

According to Table 5.80, since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be 

said that market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

. market growth does not moderate the relations between clan culture and performance 

measures. Therefore, all the hypotheses from H12.6a to H12.6p are rejected. The 

only significantly correlated relation exists between clan culture and performance 

compared to objectives (r = -0.204) in the high market growth group. 

5.2.19. Organizational Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational capabilities (outside-in, inside-out and spanning capabilities) 

and organizational performance measures. Reliability tests were conducted for each 

of the organizational capabilities dimension and all of the scales were found to be 

reliable. Therefore the analyses can be conducted on the total level. Table 5.81, 5.82, 

5.83 will give the results of the correlation analyses conducted between outside-in, 

inside-out and spanning capabilities respectively and performance measures. 
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Table 5.81. Correlation Analysis of Outside-In Capabilities With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 

Outside-in Capabilities and Overall 152 0.181 I 0.026 
Performance (Hl3.1a) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Comparative 152 0.221 0.006 
Performance (Hl3.1b) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Performance 152 0.309 0.000 
Compared to Objectives (lIl3.1c) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Total Perceived 152 0.251 0.002 
Performance (HI3.1d) 

According to Table 5.81, significant correlations were found between outside-in 

capabilities and overall performance, comparative performance, performance 

compared to objectives and total perceived performance ( r = 0.181, 0.221, 0.309, 

.0251 respectively). H13.1a, H13.lb, H13.lc, H13.ld were confirmed. It can be 

stated that the more excelled a firm's outside-in capabilities, the higher will be its 

overall performance, comparative performance, performance compared to objectives 

and total perceived perfonnance. 

Table 5.82. Correlation Analysis of Inside-Out Capabilities With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 

Inside-out Capabilities and Overall 152 0.206 0.011 
Performance (HI3.2a) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Comparative 152 0.239 0.003 
Performance (HI3.2b) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Performance 152 0.259 0.001 
Compared to Ob.iectives (Hl3.2c) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Total Perceived 152 0.258 0.001 
Performance (Hl3.2d) 

The results of Table 5.82 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

inside-out capabilities and overall performance, comparative performance, 
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performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance ( r = 0.206, 

0.239, 0.259, 0.258, respectively). These results confirm H13.2a, H13.2b, H13.2c, 

H13.2d and it can be stated that the more excelled a firm's inside-out capabilities, the 

higher is its overall performance, comparative performance, performaIlce compared 

to objectives and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.83. Correlation Analysis of Spanning Capabilities With Performance 

Measures 

. n'" r .", P' 
Spanning Capabilities and Overall Performance 152 0.109 0.181 
(H13.3a) 
Spanning Capabilities and Comparative 152 0.137 0.091 
Performance (H13.3b) I 
Spanning Capabilities and Performance 152 0.297 0.000 I 
Compared to Ob.iectives (H13.3c) I : 
Spanning Capabilities and Total Perceived 152 0.176 0.030 

I Performance (H13.3d) 

There are significant correlations between spanning capabilities and performance 

compared to objectives (r = 0.297) and total perceived performance (r = 0.176). 

Therefore H13.3c and H13.3d are confirmed: The more excelled a firm's spanning 

capabilities, the higher will be its performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance. The remaining hypotheses, H13.3a and H13.3b are rejected. 

5.2.20. Organizational Capabilities and Employee Responses 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational capabilities dimensions (outside-in, inside-out and spanning 

capabilities) and employee responses measures. Reliability tests were conducted for 

each of the organizational capability dimension and employee responses and all of 

the scales were found to be relaible. Therefore the analyses can be conducted on the 
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total level. Table 5.84, 5.85, 5.86 will give the results of the correlation analyses 

conducted between outside-in, inside-out and spanning capabilities respectively and 

employee responses. 

Table 5.84. Correlation Analysis of Outside-In Capabilities With Employee 

Responses 

n r p 
Outside-In Capabilities and Employee 152 0.307 0.000 
Responses (H14.1a) 
Outside-In Capabilities and Organiza tional 152 0.288 0.000 
Commitment (H14.1b) 
Outside-In Capabilities and Esprit de Corps 152 0.263 0.001 

. (H14.1c) 

According to Table 5.84, significant correlations were found between outside-in 

capabilities and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

H14.1a, H14.lb, H14.1c were confirmed. The confimled hypotheses can be stated as: 

The more excelled a firm's outside-in capabilities, the more favorable will be the 

employee responses and the higher will be organizational commitment and esprit de 

corps. 

Table 5.85. Correlation Analysis of Inside-Out Capabilities With Employee 

Responses 

n r p 

Inside-Out Capabilities and Employee 152 0.371 0.000 
Responses (H14.2a) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Organizational 152 0.253 0.002 
Commitment (H14.2b) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Esprit de Corps 152 0.416 0.000 
(H14.2c) 
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The results of Table 5.85 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

inside-out capabilities ana employee responses, organizational commitment and 

esprit ,de corps. These results confirm H14.2a; H14.2b and H14.2c and it can be 

stated thatthe more excelled a firm's inside-out capabilities, the more favorable will 

be its employee responses and the higher will be its organizational commitment and 

esprit de corps. 

Table 5.86. Correlation Analysis of Spanning Capabilities With Employee 

Responses 

n r p 

Spanning Capabilities and Employee Responses 152 0.284 0.000 
(HI4.3a) 
Spanning Capabilities and Organizational 152 0.315 0.000 
Commitment (HI4.3b) 
Spanning Capabilities and Esprit de Corps 152 0.192 0.018 

iHJ4.3c) 

The results of Table 5.86 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

spanning capabilities and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit 

de corps. These results confirm H14.3a, H14.3b and H14.3c and it can be stated that 

the more excelled a firm's spanning capabilities, the more favorable will be its 

employee responses and the higher will be its organizational commitment and esprit 

de corps. 

5.2.21. Organizational Capabilities and Customer Satisfaction 

This section will give the results of the Pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational capabilities dimensions (outside-in, inside-out and spanning 

capabilities) and customer satisfaction. Table 5.87 will give the results of the 
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correlation analyses conducted between outside-in, inside-out and spannmg 

capabilities and customer satisfaction. 

Table 5.87. Correlation Analysis of Organizational Capabilities Dimensions 

With Customer Satisfaction 

n r p 
Outside-In Capabilities and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.091 0.266 
(HI5a) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Customer 152 0.162 0.046 
Satisfaction (H15b) 
Spanning Capabilities and Customer Satisfaction 152 -0.098 0.228 
(HI5c) 

According to Table 5.87, the relation between inside-out capabilities and customer 

satisfaction is significantly correlated (r = 0.162) and this makes H I5b confirmed. It 

can be stated that the more excelled a firm's inside-out capabilities, the higher will be 

the customer satisfaction. The remaining hypotheses of HI5a and HI5c are rejected 

due to the insignificant correlations. 

5.2.22. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational innovation moderates the relationship 

between organizational capabilities and organizational performance. According to 

the frequency results, organizational innovation is grouped into two as; low 

organizational innovation and high organizational innovation at the cutoff point of 4 

(since the mean of organizational innovation is 3.9572) on a scale ranging from I to 

5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the correlation 

coefficients for these two variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-

test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if organizational innovation 
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moderates the relationship between organizational capabilities and organizational 

performance. Table' 5.88 will give the results for the moderating effects of 

organizational innovation for the relationship -between outside,in, inside-out and 

spanning capabilities and performance measures. 

Table 5.88. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Outside-In, Inside-Out and Spanning 

Capabilities and Performance Dimensions 

". Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Innovation 'r' Innovation 'r' 

Outside-in Capabilities and 0.030 0.139 -0.638 
Overall Performance (H16.1a) 
Outside-in Capabilities and -0.051 0.238 -1.706 I Comparative Performance I (H16.1b) I 

Outside-in Capabilities and 0.114 0.122 -0.047 i 
Performance Compared to I 
Objectives (H16.1c) I 
Outside-in Capabilities and Total -0.012 0.221 -1.375 I Perceived Performance (H 16.1 d) 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.l59 0.156 0.017 
Overall Performance (H16.1e) 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.032 0.268 -1.410 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.lf) 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.073 0.206 -0.789 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.1g) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Total 0.066 0.261 -1.168 
Perceived Performance (H 16.1lU.. 
Spanning Capabilities and Overall 0.l56 -0.061 1.268 
Performance (H16.li) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.112 -0.009 0.706 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.1j) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.219 0.120 0.593 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.1k) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total I 0.154 0.005· 0.873 
Perceived Performance (H 16.11) 1 

Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at ex = 0.05 
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The critical z value at a. = 0.05 is 1.96. Since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 

1.96 in Table 5.88, it can be said that organizational innovation does not act as a 

moderating variable for the relationships between outside-in capabilities, inside-out 

capabilities and spanning capabilities and all performance measures. This makes all 

the hypotheses from H16.1a to H16.1l to be rejected. In the high organizational 

innovation group, the relationships between outside-in capabilities and comparative 

performance (r = 0.238), between outside-in capabilities and total perceived 

performance (r = 0.221), between inside-out capabilities and comparative 

performance (r ~ 0.268), performance compared to objectives (r = 0.206) and total 

perceived performance (r = 0.261) are found to be significantly correlated. 

5.2.23. Organizational Learning as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational capabilities and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational learning is grouped into two as; low organizational 

learners and high organizational learners at the cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of 

organizational learning is 4.0121) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the 

significance of the the difference between the correlation coefficients for these two 

variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's 

Z values will indicate if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational capabilities and organizational performance. Table 5.89 will give the 

results for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the relationship 

b.etween outside-in, inside-in and spanning capabilities and performance measures. 



427 

Table 5.89. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners for Outside-In, Inside-Out and Spanning Capabilities 

and Performance Dimensions 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners 'r' Learners 'r' 

Outside-in Capabilities and 0.166 0.145 0.122 
Overall Performance (H16.2a) 
Outside-in Capabilities and 0.135 0.229 -0.549 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.2b) 
Outside-in Capabilities and 0.280 0.269 0.067 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16;2c) ." 
Outside-in Capabilities and Total 0.181 0.244 -0.373 
Perceived Performance (HI6.2d) 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.253 0.099 0.899 
Overall Performance (H16.2e) 

! 

i 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.264 0.139 0.736 ! 
Comparative Performance I (HI6.2f) 1 
Inside-out Capabilities and 0.298 0.109 1.117 I 
Performance Compared to I 

I 
. Objectives (H 16.2g) I 

Inside-out Capabilities and Total 0.293 0.140 0.908 I 
I 

Perceived Perfomlance (HI6.2h) I 

Spanning Capabilities and Overall 0.224 -0.061 1.632 
Performance (H16.2i) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.207 0.017 1.282 
Comparative Performance 
(HI6.2j) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.320 0.207 0.687 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.2k) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total 0.251 0.043 1.205 
Perceived Performance (H16.21) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 

The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. Since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 

1.96 in Table 5.89, it can be said that organizational learning does not act as a 

moderating variable for the relationships between outside-in capabilities, inside-out 
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capabilities and spanning capabilities and all performance measures. This makes all 

the hypotheses from H16.2a to H16.21 all rejected. 

In the low organizational learners group, the relationship between outside-in 

capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.280) is significantly 

correlated. Again in the low organizational learners group, the relationships between 

inside-out capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.298) and total 

perceived performance (r = 0.293) are significantly correlated. Finally in the low 

organizational learners group, the relation between spanning capabilities and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.320) is significantly correlated. 

For the high organizational learners group, the relations between outside-in 

capabilities and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives, total 

perceived performance (r = 0.229, 0.269, 0.244, respectively) are significantly 

correlated. The relations between inside-out capabilities and performance compared 

to objectives (r = 0.109) and total perceived performance (r = 0.140) are signifcantly 

correlated in the high organizational learners group. Finally, again in the high 

organizational learners groupu a significantly correlated relation exist between 

spanning capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.207). 

5.2.24. Market Related Factors as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if market related factors (market turbulence, competitive 

irytensity, technological turbulence, and market growth) moderate the relationships 

between organizational capabilities and organizational performance. According to 
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the frequency results, market turbulence is grouped into two as; low market 

turbulence and high market turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.4 (since the mean of 

market turbulence is 3.4276) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Competitive intensity is 

grouped into as; low competitive intensity and high competitive intenstiy at the 

cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of competitive intensity is 4.0855) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. Technological turbulence is grouped into as; low technological 

turbulence and high technological turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.5 (since the 

mean of technological turbulence is 3.5592) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Market 

growth is grouped into two as; low market growth and high market growth at the 

cutoff point of 3.9 (since the mean of market turbulence is 3.9013) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the 

correlation coefficients for these variables occuring from two different samples, 

Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if market related factors 

moderate the relationships between organizational capabilities and organizational 

perfomlance. Table 5.90, Table 5.91, Table 5.92 will give the results for the 

moderating effects of market related factors for the relationships between outside-in, 

inside-out and spanning capabilities and performance measures respectively. 

Table 5.90. Fisher's Z Values· for Market Related Factors for Outside-In 

Capabilities and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Outside-In Capabilities and 0.218 0.184 ' 0.209 
Overall Performance (H16.3a) 

Outside-In Capabilities and 0.379 0.152 1.449 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.3b) 
Outside-In Capabilities and 0.269 0.349 -0.522 
Perfomlance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.3c) 
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Outside-In Capabilities and Total 0.362 0.207 1.530 
Perceived Performance (H16.3d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Outside-In Capabilities and 0.218 0.157 0.378 
Overall Performance (H16.3e) 
Outside-In Capabilities and 0.318 0.160 1.006 
Comparative Performance 
(HI6.3t) 
Outside-In Capabilities and 0.405 0.254 1.017 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.3g) 
Outside-In Capabilities and Total 0.357 0.188 1.096 
Perceived Performance (H16.3h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Outside-In Capabilities and 0.151 0.202 -0.318 
Overall Performance (H16.3i) 
Outside-In Capabilities and 0.230 0.193 0.234 
Comparative Performance 
(HI6.3j) 
Outside-In Capabilities and 0.317 0.266 0.337 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.3k) 
Outside-In Capabilities and Total 0.257 0.224 0.211 
Perceived Performance (H16.31) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Outside-In Capabilities and -0.091 0.211 -1.295 
Overall Performance (H16.3m) 
Outside-In Capabilities and -0.178 0.265 -1.914 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.3n) 
Outside-In Capabilities and -0.016 0.348 -1.608 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.30) 
Outside-In Capabilities and Total -0.152 0.295 -1.939 
Perceived Performance (H16.3p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at CL = 0.05 

The critical value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.90, since there is no 

Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be said that market turbulence, competition 

intensity, technological turbulence and market growth do not moderate the 
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relationships between outside-in capabilities and performance measures. This result 

makes H16.3a to H16.3p all rejected. 

In the low market turbulence group, significant correlations exist between outside-in 

capabilities and comparative performance (r = 0.379), performance compared to 

objectives (r = 0.269) and total perceived performance (r = 0.362). In the high market 

turbulence group, the relations between outside-in capabilities and performance 

compared to objectives (r = 0.349) and total perceived performance (r = 0.207) are 

significantly correlated. 

In the low competitive intensity group, significant correlations exist between outside-

in capabilities and comparative performance (r = 0.318), performance compared to 

objectives (r = 0.405) and total perceived performance (r = 0.357). In the high 

competitive intensity group, the relation between outside-in capabilities and 

performance compared to objectives (r = 0.254) is significantly correlated. 

In the low technological turbulence group, significant correlations exist between 

outside-in capabilities and comparative performance (r = 0.230), performance 

compared to objectives (r = 0.317) and total perceived performance (r = 0.257). In 

the high technological turbulence group, the relation between outside-in capabilities 

and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.266) is significantly correlated. 

Finally in the high market growth group, all the relations between outside-in 

~apabilities and performance measures of overall performance (r = 0.211), 
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comparative performance (r= 0.265), perfomlance compared to objectives (r = 

0.348) and total perceived performance (r = 0.295) are significantly correlated. 

Table 5.91. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Inside-Out 

Capabilities and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.308 0.192 0.731 
Overall Performance (HI6.4a) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.362 0.170 1.223 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.4b) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.366 0.232 0.869 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.4c) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Total 0.384 0.199 1.197 
Perceived Performance (HI6.4d) 

Low High Fisher's Z I Competitive Competitive 
I Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.245 0.184 0.382 
Overall Performance (HI6.4e) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.328 0.192 0.875 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.4f) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.319 0.226 0.602 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.4g) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Total 0.350 0.211 0.905 
Perceived Performance (H16.4h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Techno logical Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.187 0.225 -0.239 
Overall Performance (HI6.4i) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.212 0.260 -0.307 
Comparative Performance 
(HI6.4j) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.302 0.197 0.677 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.4k) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Total 0.246 0.264 -0.116 
Perceived Performance (HI6.4l) 
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Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.130 0.233 -0.452 
Overall Performance (H16.4m) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and -0.037 0.310 -1.516 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.4n) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and 0.322 0.274 0.224 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.40) 
Inside-Out Capabilities and Total 0.060 0.317 -1.137 
Perceived Performance (H16.4p) 
Bold values mdlcate slgmficant correlatIon coefficients at a = 0.05 

The critical vahle at a,= 0.05 is 1.96:" According to Table-5".91;- since there is no 

Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be said that market turbulence, competition 

intensity, technological turbulence and market growth do not moderate the 

relationships between inside-out capabilities and performance measures. This result 

makes H16.4a to H16.4p all rejected. 

In the low market turbulence group, all the relations between inside-out capabilities 

and performance measures of overall performance (r = 0.308), comparative 

performance (r = 0.362), performance compared to objectives (r = 0.366) and total 

perceived performance (r = 0.384) are significantly correlated. In the high market 

turbulence group, the relation between inside-out capabilities and performance 

compared to objectives is significantly correlated (r = 0.232). 

In the low competitive intensity group, all the relations between inside-out 

capabilities and performance measures of overall performance (r = 0.245), 

cpmparative perfom1ance (r = 0.328), performance compared to objectives (r = 

0.319) and total perceived performance (r = 0.350) are significantly correlated. In the 
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high competitive intensity group, the relation between inside-out capabilities and 

perfonnance compared to objectives is significantly correlated (r = 0.226). 

In the low technological turbulence group, significant correlations exist between 

inside-our capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.302) and total 

perceived performance (r = 0.246). In the high technological turbulence group, the 

relations between inside-out capabilities and comparative perfomlance (r = 0.260) 

and total perceived performance (r = 0.264) are significantly correlated. 

Finally in the high market growth group, all the relations between inside-out 

capabilities and performance measures of overall performance (r = 0.233), 

comparative performance (r = 0.310), performance compared to objectives (r = 

0.274) and total perceived performance (r = 0.317) are significantly correlated. 

Table 5.92. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Spanning 

Capabilities and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Spanning Capabilities and Overall 0.063 0.137 -0.440 
Performance (H16.5a) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.l11 0.152 -0.246 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.5b) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.172 0.373 -1.286 
Perfoffilance Compared to 
Objectives (H16.5c) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total 0.125 0.205 -0.485 
Perceived Perfoffilance (H16.5d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensitv 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Spanning Capabilities and Overall -0.043 0.207 -1.514 
Performance (H16.5e) 
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Spanning Capabilities and 0.095 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.5f) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.323 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.5g) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total 0.132 
Perceived Performance (HI6.5h) 

Low 
Technological 
Turbulence'r' 

Spanning Capabilities and Overall 0.190 
Performance (HI6.5i) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.209 
Comparative Performance 
(H16.5j) 
Spanning Capabilities and 0.317 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.5k) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total 0.247 
Perceived Performance (HI6.51) 

Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Spanning Capabilities and Overall -0.185 
Performance (HI6.5m) 
Spanning Capabilities and -0.304 
Comparative Performance 
(HI6.5n) 
Spanning Capabilities and -0.010 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (HI6.50) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total -0.261 
Perceived Performance (HI6.5p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

0.157 -0.377 

0.287 0.237 

0.200 -0.418 

High Fisher's Z 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 
-0.002 1.174 

-0.038 1.511 

-0.259 3.585* 

-0.077 1.990* 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth 'r' 
0.154 -1.452 

0.204 -2.208* 

0.329 -1.491 

0.237 -2.157* 

The critical value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.92, technological 

turbulence moderates the relation between spanning capabilities and performance 

compared to objectives and between spanning capabilities and total perceived 

performance. These results confirm H16.5k and H16.51. Also, market growth 

moderates the relations between spanning capabilities and comparative performance 

and between spanning capabilities and total perceived performance making H16.5n 

and H16.5p confirmed. 

I 
i 

I 
I 

I 
I 
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In the high market turbulence group, a significant correlations exists between 

spanning capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.373). Both in 

the low and high competitive intensity group, the relation between spanning 

capabilities and peformance compared to objectives is significantly correlated (r = 

0.323 and 0.287, respectively). 

In the low technological turbulence group, significant correlations exist between 

spanning capabilities and performance compared to objectives ( r = 0.317) and total 

perceived performance (r = 0.247). In the high technological turbulence group, the 

relation betwen spanning capabilities and performance compared to objectives (r = -

0.259) is significantly and negatively correlated. 

Finally, in the high market growth group, the relations between spanning capabilities 

and comparative performance (r = 0.204), performance compared to objectives (r = 

0.329) and total perceived performance (r = 0.237) are significantly correlated. 

5.2.25. Organizational Form and Organizational Performance 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational forms (hierarchical, transactional, relational, network forms) 

and organizational performance measures. Total organizational form scale is rejected 

due to insufficient reliability values. Therefore the analyses are conducted on the 

item level for organizational form types. Table 5.93, 5.94, 5.95, 5.96 will give the 

results of the correlation analyses conducted between hierarchical, transactional, 

relational, network forms respectively and performance measures. 
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Table 5.93. Correlation Analy.sis of Hierarchical Form With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 
Hierarchical Form and Overall Performance 152 -0.105 0.197 
(H17.1a) 
Hierarchical Form and Comparative 152 -0.163 0.045 
Performance (H17.1b) 
Hierarchical Form and Performance Compared 152 -0.270 0.001 
to Ob.iectives (H17.1c) 
Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived 152 -0.189 0.020 
Performance (H17.1d) 

According to Table 5.93, significant correlations were found between hierarchical 

form and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance (r = -0.163, -0.270, -0.189, respectively). H17.1b, H17.1c, 

H17.1d were confirmed in negative direction. Due to the negative sign of the 

con"elations it can be stated that the more hierarchical a firm's organizational form is, 

the lower will be its comparative performance, performance compared to objectives 

and total perceived perfomlance. 

Table 5.94. Correlation Analysis of Transactional Form With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 
Transactional Form and Overall Performance 152 -0.062 0.448 
(H17.2a) 
Transactional Form and Comparative Performance 152 -0.065 0.424 
(H17.2b) 
Tra..'1sactional Form and Performance Compared to 152 -0.140 0.086 
Objectives (H17.2c) 
Transactional Form and Total Perceived 152 -0.085 0.298 
Performance (H17.2d) 

'I:'he results of Table 5.94 indicate that there are no significant correlations between 

transactional form and overall performance, comparative performance, performance 
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compared to objectives-and total perceived performance. Therefore, H17.2a, H17.2b, 

H17.2c, H17.2d are rejected. 

Table 5.95. Correlation Analysis of Relational Form With Performance 

Measures 

n r jl 
Relational . Form and Overall Performance 152 0.105 0.198 
(H17.3a) 
Relational Form and Comparative 152 0.209 0.010 
Performance (HI7.3b) 
Relational Form and Performance Compared 152 0.214 0.008 
to Objectives (If173c) - •• ' "~',<' - .", 

Relational Form and Total Perceived 152 0.212 0.009 
Performance (H17.3d) 

According to Table 5.95, significant correlations were found between relational form 

and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total 

perceived performance ( r = 0.209, 0.214, 0.212, respectively). H17.3b, H17.3c, 

H17.3d were confirmed. It can be stated that the more relational a firm's 

organizational form is, the higher will be its comparative performance, performance 

compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.96. Correlation Analysis of Network Form With Performance Measures 

n r p 
Network Form and Overall Perfomlance (H17.4a) 152 0.042 0.606 
Network Form and Comparative Performance 152 0.136 0.095 
(H17.4b) 
Network Form and Performance Compared to 152 0.177 0.029 
Ob.iectives (H17 .4c) 
Network Form and Total Perceived Performance 152 0.141 0.083 
(H17.4d) 

There is a significant correlation between network form and performance compared 

to objectives (r = 0.177). This makes H17.4c confirmed: The more network a firm's 
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organizational form is, the higher will be its performance compared to objectives. 

The remaining hypotheses, HI7.4a, H17.4b and H17.4d are rejected. 

5.2.26. Organizational Form and Employee Responses 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational forms (hierarchical, transactional, relational, network forms) 

and employee responses measures. Total organizational form scale is r~iected due to 

insufficient reliability values. Therefore the analyses are conducted on the individual 

level for organizational fonn types. Table 5.97, 5.98,5.99,5.100 will give the results 

of the correlation analyses conducted between hierarchical, transactional, relational, 

network forms respectively and employee responses. 

Table 5.97. Correlation Analysis of Hierarchical Form With Employee 

Responses 

n r 1! I 
I 

Hierarchical Form and Employee Responses 152 -0.279 0.000 i 

(HIS.la) I 
Hierarchical Form and Organizational 152 -0.357 0.000 I Commitment (H18.1b) 
Hierarchical Form and Esprit de Corps (HI8.1c) 152 -0.140 0.085 I 

I 

According to Table 5.97, significant correlations were found between hierarchical 

form and employee responses and organizational commitment (r = -0.279 and -0.357 

respectively). H18.1a and H18.lb were confinned in negative directions. Due to the 

negative correlations, the confirmed hypotheses can be stated as: The more 

hierarchical a firm's organizational form is, the less favorable will be the employee 

responses and the lower will be organizational commitment. 
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Table 5.98. Correlation Analysis of Transactional Form With Employee 

Responses 

n r .Q 
Transactional Form and Employee Responses 152 -0.144 0.076 
(H18.2a) 
Transactional Form and Organizational 152 -0.203 0.012 
Commitment (HI8.2b) 
Transactional Form and Esprit de Corps (HI8.2c) 152 -0.054 0.512 

The results of Table 5.98 indicate that there is a significant correlation between 

transactional form and organizational commitment (r = -0.203). This confirms 

H18.2b in negative direction. By taking the negative sign of the correlation into 

consideration, it can be stated that the more transactional a firm's organizational 

form, the lower will be its organizational commitment. H18.2a and H18.2c are 

rej ected due to insignificant correlations. 

Table 5.99. Correlation Analysis of Relational Form With Employee Responses 

n r J! 
Relational Form and Employee Responses 152 0.272 0.001 
(H18.3a) 
Relational Form and Organizational 152 0.305 0.000 
Commitment (H18.3b) 
Relational Form and Esprit de Corps (HI8.3c) 152 0.179 0.028 

The results of Table 5.99 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

relational form and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de 

corps (r = 0.272, 0.305, 0.l79 respectively). These results confirm H18.3a, H18.3b 

and H18.3c and it can be stated that the more relational a firm's organizational form 

is, the more favorable will be its employee responses and the higher will be its 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 
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Tabl.e 5.100. Correlation Analysis of Network Form With Employee Responses 

n r p 
Network Form and Employee Responses 152 0.364 0.000 
(H18.4a) 
Network Form and Organizational 152 0.371 0.000 
Commitment (H18.4b) 
Network Form and Esprit de Corps (H18.4c) 152 0.281 0.000 

The results of Table 5.100 indicate that there are significant correlations between 

. network form and employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de 

corps (r = 0.364, 0.371, 0.281 respectively). These results confirm HI8.4a, H18.4b 

and H18.4c andit can be stated that the more network a firm's organizational form 

is, the more favorable will be its employee responses and the higher will be its 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

5.2.27. Organizational Form and Customer Satisfaction 

This section will give the results of the pearson correlation analyses conducted 

between organizational forms (hierarchical, transactional, relational, network forms) 

and customer satisfaction. Total organizational form scale is rejected due to 

insufficient reliability values. Therefore the analyses are conducted on the individual 

level for each organizational form types. Table 5.101 will give the results of the 

correlation analyses conducted between hierarchical, transactional, relational, 

network fom1s respectively and customer satisfaction. 
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Table 5.101. Correlation Analysis of Organizational Form Dimensions With 

Customer Satisfaction ,~ 

n r p 

Hierarchical Form and Customer Satisfaction 152 -0.050 0.541 
(H19a) 
Transactional Form and Customer Satisfaction 152 0.007 0.931 
(H19b) 
Relational Form and Customer Satisfaction (H19c) 152 -0.015 0.856 
Network Form and Customer Satisfaction (H19c) 152 -0.026 0.751 

The results of Table 5.101 indicate that there are no significant correlations between 

organizational form types and customer satisfaction. Therefore, H 19a, H 19b, H 19c, 

H19d are rejected. 

5.2.28. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Form and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational innovation moderates the relationship 

between organizational form types and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational innovation is grouped into two as; low 

organizational innovation and high organizational innovationat the cutoff point of 4 

(since the mean of organizational innovation is 3.9572) on a scale ranging from 1 to 

5. To investigate the significance of the the difference between the correlation 

coefficients for these two variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-

test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if organizational innovation 

moderates the relationship between organizational form types and organizational 

performance. Table 5.102 will give the results for the moderating effects of 

organizational innovation for the relationship between hierarchical, transactional, 

relational, network fOfm types and performance measures. 
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Table 5.102. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Innovation vs. High 

Organizational Innovation for Hierarchical, Transactional, Relational, Network 

Form Types and Performance Dimensions 

Low 
Organizational 
Innovation 'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall -0.173 
Performance (H20.1a) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.222 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.1b) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.274 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.lc) 
Hierarchical Form and Total -0.253 
Perceived Performance (H20.Id) 
Transactional Form and Overall -0.187 
Performance (H20. Ie) 
Transactional Form and 0.007 
Comparative Performance 
(H20. If) 
Transactional Form and -0.137 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.1g) 
Transactional Form and Total -0.053 
Perceived Performance (H20.1h) 
Relational Form and Overall -0.249 
Performance (H20. Ii) 
Relational Form and Comparative -0.084 
Performance (H20.1j) 
Relational Form and Performance 0.014 
Compared to Objectives (H20.1k) 
Relational Form and Total -0.103 
Perceived Performance (H20. 11) 
Network Form and Overall -0.186 
Performance (H20. 1m) 
Network Form and Comparative -0.052 
Performance (H20.ln) 
Network Form and Performance 0.220 
Compared to Objectives (H20.lo) 
Network Form and Total -0.028 
Perceived Performance (H20. 1 p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at ex = 0.05 
*·Indicates a moderating effect 

High Fisher's Z 
Organizational 
Innovation 'r' 
-0.007 -0.974 

-0.056 -0.986 

-0.144 -0.791 

-0.068 -1.107 

0.082 -0.622 

0.002 0.029 

0.028 -0.964 

0.020 -0.424 

0.169 -2.469* 

0.236 -1.887 

0.130 -0.678 

0.226 -1.937 

0.080 -1.559 

0.146 -1.156 

0.021 1.177 

0.125 -0.893 
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The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. The only Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96 

belong to the moderating effect of organizational innovation on the relation between 

relational form and overall performance. This makes H20.1 i confirmed while all the 

remaining hypotheses (H20.1a to H20.1p except H20. Ii) are rejected. 

In the low organizational innovation group, the relation betwen hierarchical form and 

performance compared to objectives is negatively and significantly correlated (r = -

0.274). In the high organizational innovation group, the relations between relational 

form and comparative performance and total perceived performance are significantly 

correlated (r = 0.236 and 0.226, respectively). 

5.2.29. Organizational Learning as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Form and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational form types and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, organizational learning is grouped into two as; low organizational 

learners and high organizational learners at the cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of 

organizational learning is 4.0121) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the 

significance of the the difference between the correlation coefficients for these two 

variables occuring from two different samples, Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's 

Z values will indicate if organizational learning moderates the relationship between 

organizational form types and organizational performance. Table 5.103 will give the 

results for the moderating effects of organizational learning for the relationship 

qetween hierarchical, transactional, relational, network form types and performance 

measures. 
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Table 5.103. Fisher's Z Values for Low Organizational Learners vs. High 

Organizational Learners for Hierarchical, Transactional, Relational, Network 

Form Types and Performance Dimensions . 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Organizational Organizational 
Learners'r' Learners 'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall -0.130 -0.043 -0.495 
Performance (H20.2a) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.180 -0.101 -0.455 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.2b) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.144 -0.258 0.672 
Performance . Compared to 
Objectives (H20.2c) 
Hierarchical Form and Total -0.182 -0.131 -0.295 
Perceived Performance (H20.2d) 
Transactional Form and Overall 0.070 -0.109 1.013 
Performance (H20.2e) 
Transactional Form and 0.169 -0.144 1.782 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.2f) I 

! 

Transactional Form and 0.105 -0.220 1.857 I Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.2g) I 
Transactional Form and Total 0.156 -0.166 1.834 
Perceived Performance (H20.2h) 
Relational Form and Overall -0.090 0.185 1.566 

I Performance (H20.2i) 
Relational Form and Comparative 0.038 0.258 -1.275 
Performance (H20.2j) 
Relational Form and Performance 0.022 0.264 -1.403 
Compared to Objectives (H20.2k) 
Relational Form and Total 0.016 0.271 -1.479 
Perceived Performance (H20.21) 
Network Form and Overall -0.028 0.034 -0.350 
Performance (H20.2m) 
Network Form and Comparative 0.022 0.141 0.609 
Performance (H20.2n) 
Network Form and Performance 0.121 0.135 -0.080 
Compared to Objectives (H20.2o) 
Network Form and Total 0.034 0.136 -0.580 
Perceived Performance (H20.2p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 
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The critical z value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. Since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 

1.96, there is~ no moderating effect of organizational innovation on the relation 

between organizational form types and performance measures. This makes all the 

hypotheses from H20.2a to H20.2p rejected. 

In the low organizational learners group, there are no significantly correlated 

relationships. In the high organizational learners group, the relation betwen 

hierarchical form and performance compared to objectives is negatively and 

significantly .correlated, (r = -0.258). In the high organizational innovation group, the 

relations between transactional fonn and performance compared to objectives (r = -

0.220 between relational form and comparative performance (r = 0.258), between 

relational form and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.264) and between 

relational form and total perceived performance (r = 0.271) are significantly 

correlated. 

5.2.30. Market Related Factors as a Moderator of the Relationship Between 

Organizational Form and Organizational Performance 

This section analyzes if market related factors (market turbulence, competitive 

intensity, technological turbulence, and market growth) moderate the relationships 

between organizational form types and organizational performance. According to the 

frequency results, market turbulence is grouped into two as; low market turbulence 

and high market turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.4 (since the mean of market 

turbulence is 3.4276) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Competitive intensity is 

grouped into as; low competitive intensity and high competitive intenstiy at the 

cutoff point of 4 (since the mean of competitive intensity is 4.0855) on a scale 
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ranging from 1 to 5. Technological turbulence is group-ed into as; low technological 

turbulence and high technological turbulence at the cutoff point of 3.5 (since the' 

mean of technological turbulence is 3.5592) on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Market 

growth is grouped into two as; low market growth and high market growth at the 

cutoff point of 3.9 (since the mean of market turbulence is 3.9013) on a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. To investigate the significance of the the- difference between the 

correlation coefficients for these variables occuring from two different samples, 

Fisher's Z-test is conducted. Fisher's Z values will indicate if market related factors 

moderate the relationships between organizatiQnal form types and organizational 

performance. Table 5.104, Table 5.105, Table 5.106, and Table 5.107 will give the 

results for the moderating effects of market related factors for the relationships 

between hierarchical, transactional, relational and network form types and 

performance measures respectively. 

Table 5.104. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Hierarchical 

Form and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall -0.122 -0.104 -0.107 
Performance (H20.3a) 

Hierarchical Form and -0.079 -0.215 0.821 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.3b) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.293 -0.262 -0.198 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.3c) 
Hierarchical Form and Total -0.135 -0.226 0.555 
Perceived Performance (H20.3d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensity 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall 0.101 -0.292 2.406* 
Performance (H20.3e) 
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Hierarchical Form and 0.033 -0.344 2.343* 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.3f) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.306 -0.252 -0.350 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.3g) 
Hierarchical Form and Total -0.025 -0.343 1.989* 
Perceived Performance (H20.3h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall 0.085 -0.254 2.084* 
Performance (H20.3i) 
Hierarchical Form and 0.111 -0.362 2.964* 

! Comparative Performance 
(H20.3j) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.098 -0.392 1.908 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.3k) 
Hierarchical Form and Total 0.076 -0.380 2.877* 
Perceived Performance (H20.31) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Hierarchical Form and Overall -0.596 -0.001 -2.909* I 

Performance (H20.3m) I 
Hierarchical Form and -0.570 -0.069 -2.453* 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.3n) 
Hierarchical Form and -0.456 -0.195 -1.249 I 

Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.30) 
Hierarchical Form and Total -0.622 -0.088 -2.714* 
Perceived Performance (H20.3p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at a = 0.05 

The critical value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to Table 5.104, competitive 

intensity moderates the relations between hierarchical form and overall performance, 

comparative performance and total perceived performance. Therefore H20.3e, 

H20.3f and H20.3h are confirmed. Technological turbulence moderates the relations 

between hierarchical form and overall performance, comparative performance and 

total perceived performance. Thereby H20.3i, H20.3j and H20.31 are confirmed. 

Finally, market growth moderates the relations between hierarchical form and overall 
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performance, comparative perfonnance and total perceived performance making 

H20.3m, H20.3n and H20.3p confirmed. The remaining hypotheses are all rejected. 

AU the relations between hierarchical form and performance measures are 

significantly correlated in the high competitive intensity, high technological 

turbulence and in the low market growth groups. There are significant correlations 

between hierarchical form and comparative performance (r = -0.215), performance 

compared to objectives (r = -0.262) and total perceived performance (r = -0.226) in 

the high market turbulence group. In the low market turbulence group and in the low 

competitive intensity group, there is a significant correlation between hierarchical 

form and performance compared to objectives (r = -0.293 and -0.306 respectively). 

Finally, there is a significant correlation between hierarchical form and perfonnace 

compared to objectives ( r = -0.195) in the high market growth group. 

Table 5.105. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Transactional 

Form and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z i 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Transactional Form and Overall -0.066 -0.058 -0.047 
Performance (H20.4a) 
Transactional Form and -0.052 -0.073 0.214 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.4b) 
Transactional Form and -0.225 -0.093 -0.799 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20.4c) 
Transactional Form and Total -0.094 -0.080 -0.083 
Perceived Performance (H20.4d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensitv 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Transactional Form and Overall -0.122 -0.016 -0.638 
Performance (H20.4e) 
Transactional Form and -0.041 -0.082 0.246 
Comparative Performance 
(H20At) 
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Transactional Form and -0.121 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20Ag) 
Transactional Form and Total -0.077 
Perceived Performance (H20.4h) 

Low 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 

Transactional Form and Overall -0.104 
Performance (H20.4i) 
Transactional Form and -0.182 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.4j) 
Transactional Form and -0.325 
Performance Compared to 
Objectives (H20Ak). ... 
Transactional Form and Total -0.215 
Perceived Performance (H20.41) 

Low Market 
Growth'r' 

Transactional Form and Overall -0.065 
Performance (H20.4m) 

. Transactional Form and -0.149 
Comparative Performance 
(H20.4n) 
Transactional Form and -0.166 
Performance Compared to· 
Objectives (H20.40) 
Transactional Form and Total -0.156 
Perceived Perfonnance (H20.4p) 
Bold values indIcate significant correlation coefficients at a. = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

-0.159 0.232 

-0.092 0.090 

High Fisher's Z 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 
-0.029 -0.455 

0.019 -1.226 

-0.003 -2.055* 

0.009 -1.374 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' 
-0.065 0 

-0.058 -0.390 

-0.150 -0.069 

-0.082 -0.318 

The critical value at a = 0.05 is 1.96. According to table 5.105, the only Fisher's Z 

value exceeding 1.96 belongs to the moderating effect of technological turbulence 

on the relation between transactional form and performance compared to objectives. 

This result makes H20.4k confirmed. All the remaining hypotheses are rejected. The 

only significant correlation exists between transactional form and performance 

compared to objectives ( r = -0.325) in the low technological turbulence group. 
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Table 5.106. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Relational Form 

and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Relational Form and Overall 0.188 0.044 0.862 
Performance (H20.5a) 
Relational Form and Comparative 0.341 0.129 1.329 
Performance (H20.5b) 
Relational Form and Performance 0.179 0.236 -0.351 
Compared to Objectives (H20.5c) 
Relational Form and Total 0.312 0.147 1.029 
Perceived Performance (H20.5d) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Competitive Competitive 
Intensi!y 'r' Intensity 'r' 

Relational Form and Overall 0.156 0.071 0.515 
Pelformance (H20.5e) 
Relational Form and Comparative 0.195 0.218 -0.144 
Performance (H20.5f) 
Relational Form and Performance 0.263 0.180 0.522 
Compared to Objectives (H20.5g) 
Relational Form and Total 0.226 0.204 0.138 
Perceived Performance (H20.5h) 

Low High Fisher's Z 
Technological Technological 
Turbulence 'r' Turbulence 'r' 

Relational Form and Overall 0.026 0.170 -0.880 
Performance (H20.5i) 
Relational Form and Comparative 0.221 0.186 0.220 
Performance (H20.5j) 
Relational Form and Performance 0.224 0.178 0.289 
Compared to Objectives (H20.5k) 
Relational Form and Total 0.211 0.197 0.088 
Perceived Performance (H20.51) 

Low Market High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' Growth'r' 

Relational Form and Overall -0.258 0.155 -1.782 
Performance (H20.5m) 
Relational Form and Comparative -0.141 0.252 -1.694 
Performance (H20.5n) 
Relational Foml and Performance -0.038 0.229 -1.149 
Compared to Objectives (H20.50) 
Relational Form and Total -0.142 0.254 -1.708 
Perceived Performance (H20.5p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coefficients at ex = 0.05 



452 

According to Table 5.106, since there is no Fisher's Z value exceeding 1.96, it can be 

said that market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and 

market growth does not moderate the relations between relational form and 

performance measures. Therefore, all the hypotheses from H20.5a to H20.5p are 

rejected. 

In the low market turbulence group, there are significant correlations between 

relational form and comparative performance ( r = 0.341) and total perceived 

performance (r = 0.312). In the high market turbulence group, there is a significant 

correlation between relational form and performance compared to objectives (r = 

0.236). 

In the low competitive intensity group, there is a significant correlation between 

relational form and performance compared to objectives (r = 0.263). In the high 

competitive intensity group, there is a significant correlation between relational form 

and comparative performance (r = 0.218). There are no significant correlations in the 

low and high technological turbulence and in the low market growth groups. Finally, 

in the high market growth group, there are significant correlations between relational 

form and comparative performance (r = 0.252), performance compared to objectives 

(r = 0.229) and total perceived performance (r = 0.254). 
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Table 5.107. Fisher's Z Values for Market Related Factors for Network Form 

and Performance Dimensions 

Low Market 
Turbulence 'r' 

Network Form and Overall 0.228 
Performance (H20.6a) 
Network Form and Comparative 0.313 
Performance (H20.6b) 
Network Form and Performance 0.199 
Compared to Objectives (H20.6c) 
Network Form and Total 0.302 
Perceived Performance (H20.6d) 

Low 
Competitive 
Intensity 'r' 

Network Form and Overall -0.053 
Performance (H20.6e) 
Network Form and Comparative 0.030 
Performance (H20.6f) 
Network Form and Performance 0.092 
Compared to Objectives (H20.6g) 
Network Form and Total 0.033 
Perceived Performance (H20.6h) 

Low 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 

Network FornI and Overall 0.031 
Performance (H20.6i) 
Network Form and Comparative 0.180 
Performance (H20.6j) 
Network Form and Performance 0.215 
Compared to Objectives (H20.6k) 
Network Form and Total 0.180 
Perceived Performance (H20.6l) 

Low Market 
Growth 2r' 

Network Form and Overall -0.112 
Performance (H20.6m) 
Network Form and Comparative -0.026 
Performance (H20.6n) 
Network Form and Performance 0.287 
Compared to Objectives (H20.60) 
Network Form and Total 0.019 
Perceived Performance (H20.6p) 
Bold values indicate significant correlation coeffiCients at a = 0.05 
* Indicates a moderating effect 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Turbulence 'r' 
-0.087 1.882 

-0.031 2.092* 

-0.161 2.146* 

-0.041 2.079* 

High Fisher's Z 
Competitive 
Intensity'r' 
0.102 -0.930 

0.195 -1.002 

0.240 -0.9l3 

0.203 -1.034 

High Fisher's Z 
Technological 
Turbulence 'r' 
0.046 -0.091 

0.084 0.591 

0.123 0.573 

0.092 0.542 

High Market Fisher's Z 
Growth'r' 
0.061 -0.736 

0.154 -0.768 

0.156 0.585 

0.153 -0.573 
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According to Table 5.107, market turbulence moderates the relations between 

network form and comparative performance, performance compared to objectives 

and total perceived performance since the corresponding Fisher's Z values exceed 

the critical value of 1.96. H20.6b, H20.6c and H20.6d are confirmed while the 

remaining hypotheses are all rejected. 

There are significant correlations between network form and comparative 

performance (r = 0.313) and total perceived performance (r = 0.302) in the low 

market turbulence group. There is a significant correlation between network form 

and performance compared to objectives ( r = 0.240) in the high competitive 

intensity group. There are no significant correlations between network form and all 

performance measures in the low and high market growth, in the low and high 

technological turbulence groups, in the low competitive intensity group and in the 

high market turbulence group. 

5.2.31. Moderators of the Study and Their Impact on Organizational 

Performance 

This section will present the findings on the relationships between moderators of the 

study and organizational performance measures. Table 5.108 will give the relations 

between organizational innovation and performance measures, Table 5.109 will give 

the relations between organizational learning and performance measures, Table 5.110 

will give the relations between market turbulence and performance measures, Table 

5.111 will give the relations between competitive intensity and perfornlance 

measures, Table 5.112 will give the relations between technological turbulence and 
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performance measures and finally Table 5.113 will give the relations between market 

growth and performance measures. 

Table 5.108. Correlation Analysis of Organizational Innovation With 

Performance Measures 

n r p 
Organizational Innovation and Overall 152 0.310 0.000 
Performance (H21.1a) 
Organizational Innovation and Comparative 152 0.419 0.000 
Performance (H21.1b) 
Organizational . Innovation and Performan.ce 152 0.532 0.000 
Compared to Objectives (H21.1e) 
Organizational Innovation and Total Perceived 152 0.460 0.000 

I Performance (H21.1d) 

The results of Table 5.108 indicate that all the relations between organizational 

innovation and performance measures are statistically significant. The highest 

correlation is found between organizational innovation and performance compared to 

objectives (r = 0.532). H21.1a to H21.1d are confirmed: The greater the 

organizational imlovation of a firm, the higher will be its overall performance, 

comparative performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived 

performance. 

Table 5.109. Correlation Analysis of Organizational Learning With 

Performance Measures 

n r p 

Organizational Learning and Overall 152 0.292 0.000 
Performance (H21.2a) 
Organizational Learning and Comparative 152 0.325 0.000 

Performance (H21.2b) 
Organizational Learning and Performance 152 0.387 0.000 
Compared to Ob.iectives (H21.2c) 
Organizational Learning and Total Perceived 152 0.360 0.000 
Performance (H21.2d) 
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The results of Table 5.109 indicate that all the relations between organizational 

learning and performance measures are statistically significant. H21.2a to H21.2d are 

confirmed: The greater the organizational learning in a firm, the higher will be its 

overall performance, comparative performance, performance compared to objectives 

and total perceived performance. 

Table 5.110. Correlation Analysis of Market Turbulence With Performance 

Measures 

n r p 
Market Turbulence and Overall Performance 152 0.004 0.959 
(H21.3a) 
Market Turbulence and Comparative Performance 152 -0.023 0.778 
(H21.3b) 
Market Turbulence and Performance Compared to 152 0.077 0.344 
Objectives (H21.3c) 
Market Turbulence and Total Perceived 152 -0.001 0.987 

! Perfonnance (H21.3d) 

No significant correlations are found between market turbulence and performance 

measures and H21.3a to H21.3d are rejected. 

Tabie 5.111. Correlation Analysis of Competitive Intensity With Performance 

Measures 

n r J!. 
Competitive Intensity and Overall Performance 152 -0.072 0.381 
(H21.4a) 
Competitive Intensity and Comparative 152 -0.005 0.950 
Performance (H21.4b) 
Competitive Intensity and Performance Compared 152 -0.064 0.436 
to Objectives (H21.4c) 
Competitive Intensity and Total Perceived 152 -0.027 0.738 
Performance (H21 Ad) 
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No significant correlations are found between competitive intensity and performance 

measures and H21.4a to H21.4d are rejected. 

Table 5.112. Correlation Analysis of Technological Turbulence With 

Performance Measures 

n r ~ 
Technological Turbulence and Overall 152 0.004 0.958 
Perfonnance (H21.5a) 
Technological Turbulence and Comparative 152 0.049 0.548 
Performance (H21.5b) 
Technological Turbulence and Performance 152 0.142 0.080 
Compared to Objectives (H21.5c) ~ ,. ,.~,~.-., 

Technological Turbulence and Total Perceived 152 0.065 0.430 
Performance (H21.5d) 

No significant correlations are found between technological turbulence and 

performance measures and H21.5a to H21.5d are rejected. 

Table 5.113. Correlation Analysis of Market Growth With Performance 

Measures 

n r 11 
Market Growth and Overall Performance 152 0.170 0.036 
(H21.6a) 
Market Growth and Comparative Performance 152 0.189 0.020 
(H21.6b) 
Market Growth and Performance Compared to 152 0.345 0.000 
Ob.iectives (H21.6c) 
Market Growth and Total Perceived 152 0.233 0.004 
Performance (H21.6d) 

All the relations between market growth and performance mesures are statistically 

significant making H21.6a to H21.6d confirmed: The greater the market growth, the 

higher will be the firm's overall performance, comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 



458 

5.3. Findings About Model Fit 

This section will test the fit of the model with the help of the multiple regression 

analysis. For the determination of the model fit, 'R' gives the correlation between 

observed and predicted values of the dependent variable. 'R 2 'is the proportion of 

variance of the dependent variable that is explained by the proposed regression 

model. It would be better to use 'Adjusted R 2' for interpretation since the original 

'R 2 'may sometimes present over-optimistic model fit values. The 'F' value is the 

proportion between the regression sum of squares (measured variation) and residual 

sum of squares" (unmeasured variation). Signifidint 'F' values indicates that the 

portion of the explained variance is meaningfully higher than the unexplained part 

(Churchill and Iacobucci 2004). Finally, beta (b) values allow to compare the impact 

of each independent variable on the dependent variable to the effect on the dependent 

variable of other independent variables. Relative importance of each variable in the 

proposed regression model and the corresponding significance level is caught by the 

'1' values. 

All the independent variables have not been included in the regression analysis 

beacuse they were not normally distributed. These variables are organizational 

. culture types and organizational capabilities. As dependent variables, overall 

performance, comparative performance, performance compared to objectives, total 

perceived performance, employee responses, organizational commitment, esprit de 

corps, and customer satisfaction have been chosen. The combinations used are shown 

in Table 5.114. 
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Table 5.114. Regression Analysis Variable Combinations 

Analysis 1 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Overall Performance Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, c 

Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 
Analysis 2. 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Comparative Performance Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 3 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Performance Compared to Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 
Objectives Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, , 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, I 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth J 

Analysis 4 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 1 

! 

Total Perceived Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, I 
Performance Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 5 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Production, Product, Sales 
Total Perceived and Market Orientation, Strategic Orientation, 
Performance Hierarchical Form, Transactional Form, Relational 

Form, Network Form, Organizational Innovation, 
Organizational Learning, Market. Turbulence, 
Competitive Intensity, Technological Turbulence, 
Market Growth 

Analvsis 6 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Employee Responses Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 7 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Organizational Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 
Commitment Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
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Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 8 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Organizational Aggressiveness; Analysis, Defensiveness, Futurity, 
Commitment . Proactiveness, Riskiness, Hierarchical Form, 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 

- Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 9 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, 
Esprit De Corps Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Form, 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 

, Market .. '. Turbulenee, Competitive - Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

Analysis 10 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, I 
Customer Satisfaction Strategic Orientation, Hierarchical Fonn, I 

Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, I 

Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, I 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth , 

Analysis 11 
I 

I 
Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: Organizational Orientation, I 
Customer Satisfaction Aggressiveness, Analysis, Defensiveness, Futurity, I 

Proactiveness, Riskiness, Hierarchical Form, 
Transactional Form, Relational Form, Network Form, 
Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, 
Market Turbulence, Competitive Intensity, 
Technological Turbulence, Market Growth 

In the following tables, the fit of each model and the independent variables that 

become more important than the remaining independent variables in explaining the 

selected dependent variables will be analyzed. 
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Table 5.115. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Overall Performance 

Independent Variables b t p 
Organizational Orientation 0.223 2.672 0.008 
Strategic Orientation 0.l20 1.205 0.230 
Hierarchical Form 0.132 1.557 0.122 
Transactional Form -0.068 -0.797 0.427 
Relational Form 0.073 0.621 0.535 
Network Form -0.121 -1.051 0.295 
Organizational 'innovation O~282 ... 2~993' 0.003 
Organizational Learning 0.176 2.029 0.044 

. Market Turbulence 0.039 0.417 0.678 
Competitive Intensity -0.182 -2.176 0.031 
Technological Turbulence -0.284 -2.679 0.008 
Market Growth 0.157 1.976 0.050 
Constant -1.990 -1.581 0.116 

I R= 0.513 I Adj. R 2 = 0.200 I F = 4.142 I p = 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.513 and %20 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of overall performance is explained by this model. 

The significant F value (4.142) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher portion 

of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-values, 

the best predictors of overall performance are: organizational orientation, 

organizational innovation, organizational learning, competitive intensity, 

technological turbulence and market growth. As organizational orientation, 

organizational innovation, organizational learning, and market growth increase, and 

as competitive intensity and technological turbulence decrease, overall performance 

increases. 
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Table 5.116. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Comparative Performance 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.232 2.943 0.004 
Strategic Orientation 0.117 1.244 0.215 
Hierarchical F onn 0.062 0.777 0.439 
Transactional Form 0.015- 0.183 0.855 
Relational F onn 0.146 1.316 0.190 
Network Fonn -0.090 -0.822 0.412 
Organizational Innovation 0.379 4.262 0.000 
Organizational Learning 0.150 1.829 0.070 
Market Turbulence -0.008 -0.091 0.928 
Competitive Intensity -0.106 -1.338 0.014 I 

I 

Technological Turbulence -0.251 -2.500 0.102 : 
Market Growth 0.123 1.646 0.050 
Constant -4.656 -3.335 0.001 I 

I 

I R=0.586 I Adj. R 2 = 0.287 IF = 6.061 I p= 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.586 and %29 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of comparative perfonnance is explained by this 

model. The significant F value (6.060) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher 

portion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-

values, the best predictors of comparative perfonnance are: organizational 

orientation, organizational innovation, competitive intensity and market growth. As 

comparative perfonnance increases, organizational orientation, organizational 

innovation and market growth increase, and competitive intensity decreases. 
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Table 5.117. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 
,j': 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Performance Compared to Objectives 

Independent Variables b t p 
Organizational Orientation 0.130 1.852 0.066 

, Strategic Orientation 0.204 2.444 0.016 
Hierarchical Form 0.029 ' 0.408 0.684 
Transactional Form -0.077 -1.062 0.290 
Relational Form 0.015 0.154 0.878 
Network Form 0.012 0.127 0.899 
Organizational Innovation 0.403 5.082 0.000 
Organizational Learning 0.177 2.424 0.017 
Market Turbulence 0.038 0.488 0.626 
Competitive Intensity -0.163 -2.318 0.022 
Technolo1!;ical Turbulence -0.288 -3.228 0.002 
Market Growth 0.273 4.090 0.000 
Constant -1.746 -1.993 0.048 

1 R=0.692 I Adj. R 2 = 0.434 IF = 10.668 I p=O.OOO 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.692 and %43 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of performance compared to objectives is 

explained by this model. The highly significant F value (10.668) at 0.01 level 

indicates a meaningfully higher portion of explained variance compared to the 

unexplained part. According to the t-values, the best predictors of performance 

compared to objectives are: strategic orientation, organizational innovation, 

organizational learning, competitive intensity, technological turbulence, and market 

growth. As strategic orientation, organizational innovation, organizational learning 

a?d market growth increase, and as competitive intensity and technological 

turbulence decrease, performance compared to objectives increases. 
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Table 5.118. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Total Perceived Performance 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.231 3.078 0.003 

. Strategic Orientation 0.144 1.616 0.108 
Hierarchical Form 0.072 0.946 0.346 
Transactional Form -0.015 -0.191 0.849 
Relational Form 0.122 1.154 0.251 
Network Form -0.083 -0.796 0.428 
Organizational ,Innovation -,' .- 00402 4.741 0.000 
Organizational Learning 0.172 2.208 0.029 
Market Turbulence 0.008 0.091 0.927 
Competitive Intensity -0.138 -1.835 0.069 
Technolo~ical Turbulence -0.285 -2.987 0.003 
Market Growth 0.168 2.361 0.020 
Constant -3.574 -3.216 0.002 

I R=0.637 I Adj. R 2 = 0.354 IF = 7.899 I p = 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.637 and %35 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of total perceived performance is explained by 

this model. The significant F value (7.899) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully 

higher portion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to 

the t-values, the best predictors of total perceived performance are: organizational 

orientation, organizational innovation, organizational learning, technological 

turbulence, and market growth. As organizational orientation, organizational 

innovation, organizational learning and market growth increase, and as technological 

~bulence decreases, total perceived performance increases. 

I 
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Table 5.119. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation Types, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form 

Types, Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related 

Factors and Total Perceived Performance 

. Independent Variables b t p 
Production Orientation -0.023 -0.251 0.803 
Product Orientation 0.051 0.493 0.623 
Sales Orientation 0.016 0.157 0.875 
Market Orientation 0.257 3.167 0.002 
Strategic Orientation 0.133 1.461 0.146 
Hierarchical Form 0.078 1.014 0.312 
Transactional Form 0.002 0.021 0.983 
Relational Form 0.135 1.251 0.213 
Network Form -0.101 -0.925 0.357 
Organizational Innovation 0.387 4.439 0.000 
Organizational Learning 0.175 2.184 0.031 
Market Turbulence -0.009 -0.098 0.922 
Competitive Intensity -0.115 -1.326 0.187 
Technological Turbulence -0.295 -3.047 0.003 
Market Growth 0.178 2.327 0.021 
Constant -3.521 -2.297 0.003 

I R= 0.640 I Adj. R 2 = 0.344 IF = 6.286 I p= 0.000 

The results from Table 5.118 indicate that one of the best estimates of the total 

perceived performance is organizational orientation. To understand which 

organizational orientation contributes to total perceived performance more, this 

regression model is analyzed. In this model, production, product, sales and market 

orientations are included instead of the total organizational orientation variable. The 

results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.640 and %34 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of total perceived performance is explained by 

this model. The significant F value (6.286) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully 

higher portion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to 
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the t-values, the best predictors of total perceived performance are: market 

orientation, organizational innovation, organizational learning, technological 

turbulence, and market growth. As market orientation, organizational innovation, 

organizational learning and market growth increase, and as technological turbulence 

decreases, total perceived performance increases. 

Table 5.120. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Employee Responses 

Independent Variables b t P I 
Organizational Orientation 0.055 0.747 0.456 I 
Strategic Orientation -0.115 -1.305 0.194 
Hierarchical Form -0.178 -2.378 0.019 
Transactional Form 0.057 0.749 0.455 
Relational Form -0.002 -0.022 0.983 
Network Form 0.198 1.941 0.054 
Organizational Innovation 0.098 1.177 0.241 I 
Organizational Learning 0.451 5.888 0.000 
l\1arket Turbulence -0.186 -2.273 0.025 
Competitive Intensity 0.032 0.430 0.668 
Technological Turbulence 0.128 1.363 0.175 
Market Growth 0.027 0.386 0.700 
Constant 1.388 2.328 0.021 

I R=0.653 I Adj. R 2 = 0.376 IF = 8.597 I p = 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.653 and %38 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of employee respon~es is explained by this model. 

1.'he significant F value (8.597) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher portion 

of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-values, 

the best predictors of employee responses are: organizational learning, hierarchical 



467 
form, network form and market turbulence. As organizational learning and network 

form increase, and as hierarchical form and market turbulence decrease, employee 

responses become more favorable. 

Table 5.121. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Organizational Commitment 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.094 1.298 0.196 
Strategic Orientation -0.248 -2.893 0.004 
Hierarchical Form -0.304 -4.137 0.000 
Transactional Form 0.060 0.526 0.600 
Relational Form 0.171 1.718 0.088 , 

Network Form 0.198 1.941 0.054 
Organizational Innovation 0.093 1.145 0.254 
Organizational Learning 0.387 5.155 0.000 
Market Turbulence -0.166 -2.065 0.041 
Competitive Intensity 0.060 0.833 0.406 
Technological Turbulence 0.259 2.825 0.005 
Market Growth -0.009 -0.126 0.900 
Constant 2.090 3.399 0.001 

I R= 0.671 I Adj. R 2 = 0.403 IF = 9.505 I p = 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.671 and %40 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of organizational commitment is explained by this 

model. The significant F value (9.505) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher 

portion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-

~alues, the best predictors of organizational commitment are: organizationalleaming, 

strategic orientation, hierarchical form, network form, market turbulence and 

technological turbulence. As organizational learning, network form and 
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technological turbulence increase, and as strategic orientation, hierarchical form and 

market turbulence decrease, organizational commitment increases. 

Table 5.122. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation Types, Organizational Form 

Types, Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related 

Factors and Organizational Commitment 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.102 1.401 0.163 
Aggressiveness -0.212 -2.345 0.020 
Analysis -0.124 -1.193 0.235 
Defensiveness -0.167 -1.775 0.078 
Futurity -0.049 -0.523 0.602 
Proactiveness -0.002 -0.023 0.982 
Riskiness -0.051 -0.653 0.515 
Hierarchical Form -0.304 -3.970 0.000 
Transactional Form 0.066 0.840 0.402 
Relational Form 0.045 0.439 0.661 
Network Form 0.196 1.903 0.059 
Organizational Innovation 0.001 0.011 0.991 
Organizational Learning 0.363 4.625 0.000 
Market Turbulence -0.183 -2.275 0.024 
Competitive Intensity 0.035 0.429 0.669 
Technological Turbulence 0.290 3.101 0.002 
Market Growth -0.002 -0.031 0.975 
Constant 2.749 4.000 0.000 

I R= 0.687 I Adj. R 2 = 0.405 IF = 7.049 I p = 0.000 

The results from Table 5.121 indicate that one of the best estimates of the 

organizational commitment is strategic orientation. To understand which strategic 

orientation contributes to organizational commitment more, this regression model is 

analyzed. In this model, aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, 

proactiveness, riskiness are included instead of the total strategic orientation variable. 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 
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predicted by this model are correlated with a coefficient of 0.687 and %40 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of organizational commitment is explained by this 

model. The significant F value (7.049) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher 

portion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-

values, the best predictors of organizational commitment are: organizational learning, 

aggressiveness, hierarchical fonn, network fonn, market turbulence and 

technological turbulence. As organizational learning, network form and 

teclmological turbulence increase, and as aggressiveness orientation, hierarchical 

form and market turbulence decrease, organizational commitment increases. 

Table 5.123. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Esprit de Corps 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.004 0.044 0.965 
Strategic Orientation 0.048 0.502 0.616 
Hierarchical Form -0.011 -0.134 0.894 
Transactional Form 0.041 0.497 0.620· 
Relational Form -0.060 -0.523 0.602 
Network Form 0.184 1.645 0.102 
Organizational Innovation 0.082 0.902 0.368 
Organizational Learning 0.424 5.043 0.000 
Market Turbulence -0.169 -1.877 0.063 
Competitive Intensity -0.004 -0.054 0.957 
Technological Turbulence -0.035 -0.343 0.732 

Market Growth 0.058 0.760 0.449 

Constant 0.569 0.734 0.464 

I R= 0.556 I Adj. R 2 = 0.249 I F - 5.177 I p - 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are con·elated with a coefficient of 0.556 and %25 of the 
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variance in the dependent variable of esprit de corps is explained by this model. The 

significant F value (5.177) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher portion of 

explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-values, the 

best predictor of esprit de corps is organizational learning. As organizational learning 

increases, esprit de corps also increases. 

Table 5.124. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation, Organizational Form Types, 

Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related Factors 

and Customer Satisfaction 

Independent Variables b t P 
Organizational Orientation 0.060 0.760 0.449 
Strategic Orientation 0.361 3.813 0.000 
Hierarchical Form 0.211 2.612 0.010 
Transactional Form -0.031 -0.382 0.703 
Relational Form -0.104 -0.924 0.357 
Network Form -0.105 -0.960 0.339 
Organizational Innovation 0.320 3.572 0.000 
Organizational Learning 0.201 2.432 0.016 
Market Turbulence -0.069 -0.777 0.438 
Competitive Intensity -0.252 -3.168 0.002 
Technological Turbulence -0.214 -2.117 0.036 
Market Growth -0.021 -0.285 0.776 
Constant 24.368 1.942 0.054 

I R= 0.577 I Adj. R 2 = 0.276 I F = 5.790 I p = 0.000 

The results show that the observed values of the dependent variable and the values 

predicted by this model are con-elated with a coefficient of 0.577 and %28 of the 

variance in the dependent variable of customer satisfaction is explained by this 

model. The significant F value (5.790) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher 

pOltion of explained variance compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-

values, the best predictors of customer satisfaction are: strategic orientation, 
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organizational itmovation and learning, hierarchical form, competitive intensity, 

teclmological turbulence. As strategic orientation, organizational innovation 

organizational learning and hierarchical form increase, and as technological 

turbulence and competitive intensity decrease, customer satisfaction increases. 

Table 5.125. Model Fit Statistics About the Relationship Between 

Organizational Orientation, Strategic Orientation Types, Organizational Form 

Types, Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, Market-Related 

Factors and Customer Satisfaction 

Independent Variables b t -p 
Organizational Orientation 0.055 0.711 0.478 
Aggressiveness 0.051 0.534 0.594 
Analysis -0.016 -0.146 0.884 
Defensiveness 0.169 1.698 ·0.092 
Futurity -0.017 -0.171 0.864 
Proactiveness 0.475 4.978 0.000 
Riskiness 0.039 0.474 0.636 
Hierarchical Form 0.125 1.534 0.127 
Transactional Form -0.036 -0.427 0.670 
Relational Form -0.102 -0.936 0.351 
Network Form -0.084 -0.767 0.445 
Organizationalltmovation 0.159 1.579 0.117 
Organizational Learning 0.178 2.139 0.034 
Market Turbulence -0.071 -0.833 0.406 
Competitive Intensity -0.277 -3.251 0.001 
Tecbnological Turbulence -0.208 -2.098 0.038 
Market Growth 0.058 0.741 0.460 
Constant 41.878 3.105 0.002 

I R=0.638 I Adj.R 2 =0.332 IF=5.417 I p =0.000 

The results from Table 5.124 indicate that one of the best estimates of the customer 

satisfaction is strategic orientation. To understand which strategic orientation 

contributes to customer satisfaction more, this regression model is analyzed. In this 

model, aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness, riskiness are 
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included instead of the total strategic orientation variable. The results show that the 

observed values of the dependent variable and the values predicted by this model are 

correlated with a coefficient of 0.638 and %33 of the variance in the dependent 

variable of customer satisfaction is explained by this model. The significant F value 

(5.417) at 0.01 level indicates a meaningfully higher portion of explained variance 

compared to the unexplained part. According to the t-values, the best predictors of 

customer satisfaction are: proactiveness orientation, organizational learning, 

competitive intensity, technological turbulence. As proactiveness, organizational 

learning, technological turbulence and competitive intensity increase, customer 

satisfaction increases. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

This section will give the conclusions of the study. Implications will be presented 

under two headings, implications for managers and implications for researchers. 

Suggestions for further reseach will also be discussed in this section. 

6.1. Conclusions 

The objectives of this study are (1) to assess the relationships between each of the 

organizational dimensions of organizational orientation, strategic orientation, 

organizational culture, organizational capabilities, organizational form and the 

consequences created by these dimensions, namely organizational performance, 

employee responses and customer responses; (2) to assess the relationships between 

organizational innovation, organizational learning, market turbulence, competitive 

intensity, technological turbulence and market growth and organizational 

performance measures; (3) to find out whether the relationships between 

organizational dimensions (organizational orientation, strategic orientation, 

organizational culture, organizational capabilities and organizational fmID) and 

organizational performance are moderated by organizational innovation and 

organizational learning; (4) to capture whether the relationships between 

organizational dimensions (organizational orientation, strategic orientation, 

organizational culture, organizational capabilities and organizational form) and 

organizational performance is moderated by market related factors, namely by 

market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market 

growth. 
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Data is collected from 152 strategic business units during December 2003 and April 

2004. The sectoral division of the sample gives a picture such that 64.5% of this 

sample is in the consumer market, 5.3% is in the industrial market and 30.2% of the 

sample is in the service market. When the operational areas of the strategic business 

units are investigated, it is seen that 20.4% is in the food and drinks area, 18.4% is in 

the health area, 17.8% is in the household goods area, 11.8% is in the fast moving 

consumer goods area and finally the remaining 31.6% operates in mixed areas such 

as electronics, information technology, textile, construction, cosmetics, tourism, and 

automotive. 

The questionnaire, which is designed to be structured and undisguised, is composed 

of a total of 150 questions. Most of the questions were scaled by continuous 

measures, although some were also categorical. The continuous questions were 

measured by either Likert or rating scales ranging from 1 to 5. The categorical 

questions were used in order to collect general information about the strategic 

business unit and the firm the strategic business unit operates in. 

6.1.1. Organizational Orientation and Organizational Performance 

Organizational orientation has four main dimensions: Production orientation, product 

orientation, sales orientation and market orientation. Production orientation focuses 

on mass distribution of the products and on the low costs. Product orientation deals 

with making superior products and assumes that consumers will buy well-made, 

quality products. Sales orientation concentrates on the selling and promotion 

activities in order to coax consumers into buying. 



475 

Market orientation is defined by Kohli and Jaworski (1990) as the organization wide 

generation of market intelligence pertaining to current and future customer needs, 

dissemination of intelligence across departments and organization-wide 

responSIveness to it. This stream of research is known as the behavioral 

conceptualization of market orientation. Another conceptualization of market 

orientation is the philosophical conceptualization and market orientation, in this 

research, has been investigated with this approach. The pioneers of this perspective 

are Narver and Slater (1990) who see market orientation as the organization culture 

that most effectively and efficiently creates the necessary behaviors for the creation 

of superior value for buyers and thus continuous superior performance for the 

business. Narver and Slater (1990) assert that market orientation consists of three 

components that are customer orientation, competitor orientation and interfunctional 

coordination. Customer and competitor orientation deal with all the activities 

involved in collecting information about the buyers and competitors in the target 

market and disseminating it throughout the business. Interfunctional coordination is 

based on the customer and competitor information and deals with the business' 

coordinated efforts to create superior value for customers. 

Performance is assessed by four main measures derived after a thorough literature 

survey. These measures are overall performance, comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. Overall 

performance tries to derive an overall evaluation about the performance of the 

business unit from the perspective of the managers. Comparative performance tries 

to capture performance against major competitors in terms of market share, market 

share growth, sales growth, profitability, sales revenue, sales volume, number of 
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successful products introduced and percentage of sales generated by these new 

products and services. Performance compared to objectives assesses performance 

relative to strategic business unit's stated objectives about customer satisfaction, 

customer retention, and product/service quality. Finally, total perceived performance 

is a derived scale from the three above mentioned scales. 

The relation between organizational orientation, especially market orientation and 

business performance is highly investigated in the literature. Table 6.1. gives the 

tested relationships between organizational orientation dimensions and business 

performance which are found statistically significant. 

Table 6.1. Relationships Between Dimensions of Organizational Orientation and 

Performance Measures 

Production Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives (-) 
Sales Orientation and Overall Performance (+) 
Market Orientation and Overall Performance (+) 
Market Orientation and Comparative Performance (+) 
Market Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Market Orientation and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Customer orientation and Overall Performance (+) 
Customer Orientation and Comparative Performance (+) 
Customer Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Customer Orientation and Total Perceived PerfOlmance (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Overall Performance (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Comparative Performance (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Overall Performance (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Comparative Performance (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Total Perceived Performance (+) 

With respect to production orientation, the only significant relation was with 

performance compared to objectives and this relation was negative. This shows that 
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as firms concentrate on production orientation more and more, they experience lower 

levels of performance compared to their stated objectives. Too much focus on 

production orientation and thereby too much focus on mass distribution and low 

prices may take firms away from their customers' needs and wants. As a result, 

performance compared to business' stated objectives like customer satisfaction, 

customer retention and product quality may decrease. 

Sales orientation is positively related to overall performance showing that a firm's 

selling and promotion efforts may contribute to its overall performance. 

Among the four organizational orientations (production, product, sales and market 

orientations ), only market orientation showed the most number of positive relations 

with all performance measures. This overview indicates above all that market 

orientation outperforms the other organizational orientations in terms of its impact on 

business performance. Both market orientation on the total level and its three parts 

(customer orientation, competitor orientation, interfunctional coordination) 

separately have a positive impact on overall performance, comparative performance, 

performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. Therefore it 

can be concluded that for achieving higher levels of business performance, the right 

path goes into implementing market orientation with special interest on customers, 

competitors and on interfunctional coordination. Firms that consistently acquire 

information about their competitors and customers and that disseminate this 

infonnation throughout the organization and then firms that create superior value for 

their customers based on this information with the coordinated efforts of all the 
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related departments have the chance to achieve higher levels of business 

perfOlTIlance. 

Most of the research on market orientation concentrated on its impact on 

performance (e.g. Jaworski and Kohli 1993, Ruekert 1992, Narver and Slater 1990, 

Slater and Narver 1994a, Deshpande et.al. 1993). Again most of these studies 

empirically found a positive relation between market orientation and business 

performance (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Narver and Slater 1990; Slater and Narver 

1994a, 1994b, 2000; Liu, Luo and Shi 2003; Tse, Sin, Yau, Lee and Chow 2003; 

Hooley, Fahy, Greenley, Beracs, Fonfara and Snoj 2003; Ruekert 1992; Subramanian 

and Gopalakrishna 2001; Deng and Dart 1994; SeInes et.al. 1996; Pitt et.al. 1996; 

Deshpande et.al. 1993; Ngai and Ellis 1998; Yau et.al. 2000; Hooley et.al. 2000; 

Matsuno, Mentzer and Ozsomer 2002, Yalman 2003). However, it should be noted 

that there are some studies repOliing no direct relationship between market 

orientation and business performance like the study of Han, Kim and Srivastava 

(1998). 

As a result, it can be concluded that like most of the studies in the literature, this 

research confirms the positive relationship between market orientation and 

performance for the market represented by the sample firms. 

6.1.2. Organizational Orientation and Employee Responses 

Organizational commitment and esprit de corps are the two variables that have been 

investigated throughout this research as dependent variables. Employee responses 
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scale is created by the inclusion of both organizational commitment and esprit de 

corps scales. 

Table 6.2. presents the statistically significant relations found in this research 

between organizational orientation dimensions and employee responses. 

Table 6.2. Relationships Between Dimensions of Organizational Orientation and 

Employee Responses 

Product Orientation and Employee Responses (-) 
Product Orientation and Organizational Commitment (-) 
Product Orientation and Esprit de Corps (-) 
Sales Orientation and Esprit de Corps (-) 
Market Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Market Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Market Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Customer Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Customer Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Competitor Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Employee Responses (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Interfunctional Coordination and Esprit de Corps (+) 

Product orientation IS negatively related to employee responses, organizational 

commitment and esprit de corps. Firms implementing a product orientation 

concentrate on making superior products. The main objective of these firms is to 

improve product attributes and product quality. Too much focus with the product 

without the common objective of customer satisfaction may be a factor decreasing 

esprit de corps and commitment and thereby making employee responses less 

favorable. 
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Sales orientation is negatively related with esprit de corps. Firms implementing a 

sales orientation concentrate their efforts on selling and promotion activities. The 

mere concentration of individuals on achieving sales goals may prevent the 

fOlmation of team spirit in the organization. Therefore, firms with higher levels of 

sales orientation show lower levels of esprit de corps. 

Within the organizational orientation dimensions, market orientation is the one that 

shows the most number of positive relations with employee responses. It is found 

that on the total level market orientation is positively related to employee responses, 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. Both competitor orientation and 

interfunctional coordination affect positively employee responses, organizational 

commitment and esprit de corps. Finally, customer orientation affects positively 

employee responses and organizational commitment. 

The positive effect of market orientation on employee responses shows that market 

orientation creates a bonding between employees and the organization, as well as 

promoting a feeling of belonging to a family dedicated to meeting and exceeding 

market needs. Market orientation is the true organizational orientation for the 

creation of favorable employee responses. Among the dimensions of market 

orientation, competitor orientation and interfunctional coordination were the ones 

that are positively correlated with all the employee responses indicating that for more 

favorable employee responses, collecting and disseminating information about 

competitors and then taking coordinated actions based on these findings should be 

the priority action areas. It should also be noted that customer information 

acquisition, dissemination, and taking actions about them, that is customer 
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orientation, leads to more favorable employee responses and higher organizational 

commitment levels. 

Employee responses are the second highly investigated consequence of market 

orientation in the literature (e.g. Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; 

Ruekert 1992). Most of the studies investigating this relation found that market 

orientation positively affects employee responses (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Ruekert 

1992; Farrelly and Quester 2003; Helfert, Ritter and Walter 2002; Siguaw, Brown 

and Widing 1994; Jones, Busch and Dacin 2003; SeInes et.al. 1996). This research is 

in line with the findings of these studies. 

6.1.3. Organizational Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction is the third dependent variable of this study and it is assessed 

by computing the managers' perceptions of customer satisfaction with the products 

and services and with the business unit in general into one scale. Table 6.3. gives the 

significantly correlated relations between organizational orientation and customer 

satisfaction. 

Table 6.3. Relationships Between Dimensions of Organizational Orientation and 

Customer Satisfaction 

Market Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 
Customer Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 

Market orientation again outperforms the other organizational orientations in terms 

of its positive impact on customer satisfaction. Among the dimensions of market 

orientation, customer orientation has a positive effect on customer satisfaction. The 
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end objective of market orientation is creating superior customer value. So, it can be 

concluded that firms that aspire to achieve higher levels of customer satisfaction 

should implement market orientation with special focus given to customer 

orientation. 

The literature on the effect of market orientation on customer satisfaction is not so 

much extensive as the literature on the effect of market orientation on performance 

and employee responses. This somewhat limited research proposed positive linkages 

between market orientation and customer satisfaction (Jaworski and Kohli 1990; 

Balakrislman 1996; Webb, Webster and Krepapa 2000; McNaughton, Osborne and 

Imrie 2002). This study contributes to the literature with its findings on the linkage 

between market orientation and customer satisfaction since this is somewhat a less 

investigated area in market orientation literature. Also most of the studies regarding 

the impact of market orientation on customer responses came from service sector. 

The sample of this research is a mixture of firms from not only services sector but 

also from manufacturing sector. The investigation of the relation between market 

orientation and customer satisfaction based on such a mixed sample is one of the 

contributions of this research. 

6.1.4. Organizational Innovation and Performance Measures 

Organizational innovation is studied in the management and marketing literature 

because it influences business performance (Deshpande, Farley and Webster 1993). 

Apart from the direct link between organizational innovation and business 

performance, innovation is usually taken as a contingency variable for the 

relationship between market orientation and business perfonnance (Matear et.al. 
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2002.) The main theme in the study of Matear et.al. (2002) is that market orientation 

contribute to performance through a dual mechanism in that it contributes both 

directly and through ilmovation, with innovation moderating the contribution. 

In this thesis, organizational innovation has been assessed as measured by 

Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993) and Deshpande and Farley (1999) and as 

adapted from Capon, Farley and Hulbert (1988) and Capon, Farley, Hulbert and 

Lehmmm (1992). Table 6.4. gives the significant relations between organizational 

innovation and performance measures. 

Table 6.4. Relationships Between Organizational Innovation and 

Organizational Performance 

Organizational Innovation and Overall Performance (+) 
Organizational Innovation and Comparative Performance (+) 
Organizational Innovation and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Organizational Innovation and Total Perceived Performance (+) 

The positive relations between organizational innovation and all performance 

measures indicate simply that innovative firms do perform better. Being first in 

marketing products and services in accordance with customers' needs and wants and 

being first in teclmology give the firms competitive advantage and help to obtain 

better performance results. This finding is in line with the study of Deshpande, 

Farley, and Webster (1993) who found a direct positive link between organizational 

innovation and business performance. 



484 

6.1.5. Organizational Learning and Performance Measures 

Organizational learning is the development of new knowledge or insights that have 

the potential to influence behavior (Huber 1991). The scale to measure 

organizational learning is developed by the author based on the descriptions adapted 

from Slater and Narver (1995) and Hurley and Hult (1998). This scale tries to capture 

organizational learning in three dimensions of information acquisition, information 

dissemination and shared interpretation. These three dimensions are explained by 

Slater and Narver (1995). Since organizational learning scale is found to be reliable 

on the total level, the analyses were conducted again on the total level. The 

organizational learning scale developed and tested in this research is another 

contribution of this research. 

The literature review reveals that there are studies investigating either the direct link 

between organizational innovation and business performance (Slater and Narver 

1995; Hult, Ferrell and Hurley 2002) or the contingency effect of organizational 

learning on the relationship between market orientation and business performance 

(Slater and Narver 1995; Liu et.al. 2003). Table 6.5. gives the significant relations 

between organizational learning and performance measures. 

Table 6.5. Relationships Between Organizational Learning and Organizational 

Performance 

Organizational Learning and Overall Performance (+) 
Organizational Learning and Comparative Performance (+) 
Organizational Learning and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Organizational Learning and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
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The positive effect of organizational learning on all performance measures indicate 

that firms that have the capability to acquire, disseminate and interpret information 

about their environment including both their customers, competitors and about all the 

related parties and processes of concern can obtain better performance results. This 

finding parallels the findings obtained by Hult, Ferrell and Hurley (2002). 

6.1.6. Market Related Factors and Performance Measures 

Market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market 

growth are the investigated market related factors in this study. These factors are 

highly studied in the literature with respect to their moderating effects on the 

relationship between market orientation and business performance. 

In this research, market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological turbulence is 

assessed by the measures of Jaworski and Kohli (1993) and market growth is 

assessed by the measure of A vlonitis and Gournaris (1999). Table 6.6. gives the 

significant correlations between market related factors and organizational 

performance dimensions. 

Table 6.6. Relationships Between Market Related Factors and Organizational 

Performance 

Market Growth and Overall Performance (+) 
Market Growth and Comparative Performance (+) 
Market Growth and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Market Growth and Total Perceived Performance (+) 

No direct link is found between market turbulence, competitive intensity and 

technological turbulence and performance measures. Market growth IS the only 
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market related factors that has a positive impact on the performance measures. It can 

be concluded that firms that operate in growing markets may achieve better 

performance results. Growing markets put pressure on the organizations to satisfy the 

preferences of the customers and to cope with the changes related to environmental 

and competition-related factors. Organizations that have the ability to take the 

necessary actions backed by this market pressure outperform their counterparts. 

6.1.7. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Orientation and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.7. indicates whether organizational innovation has a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational orientation and performance measures. 

Table 6.7. Moderating Effects of Organizational Innovation on Organizational 

Orientation and Performance Relationships 

Product Orientation and Overall Performance 
Market Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Competitor Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Interfunctional Coordination and Performance Compared to Objectives 

Product orientation requires innovative skills and methods for producing better and 

quality products. Organizational innovation in this regard acts as an important factor 

for establishing the linkage between implementing product orientation and obtaining 

better performance results. 

Organizational innovation becomes an important factor in the relationship between 

implementing market orientation strategies based on the information acquired about 

customers and competitors and performance with respect to major competitors. Also 
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organizational innovation emerges as a contributing factor for the relationships 

between being competitor oriented and acting in a coordinated effort and 

performance with regard to meeting objectives. For firms having a market 

orientation, organizational innovation helps to create superior value for customers 

and to achieve competitive advantage and thereby performance gets better. The 

moderating effect of organizational innovation is limited in this scope, however the 

found moderating effects are in line with the study of Matear et.al. (2002). The 

relationships between organizational orientation dimensions and performance 

measures in the low and high organizational innovation groups are presented in 

Table 6.8. 

Table 6.8. Relationships Between Organizational Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Innovation 

Low Organizational Innovation Sales Orientation and Overall 
Performance (+) 

Low Organizational Innovation Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Organizational Innovation Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

Low Organizational ImlOvation Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Organizational Innovation Competitor Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Organizational Innovation Competitor Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Low Organizational Imlovation Interfunctional Coordination and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Organizational Innovation Interfunctional Coordination and Total 
Perceived Performance(+) 

High Organizational Imlovation Market Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Market Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Organizational Innovation Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 



488 

High Organizational Innovation Customer Orientation and Overall 
Performance( + ) 

High Organizational Im10vation Customer Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

High Organizational Innovation Customer Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance(+) 

High Organizational Innovation Competitor Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Competitor Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Interfunctional Coordination and 
Comparative Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Interfunctional Coordination and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

According to these results, for high organizational innovation firms' dimensions of 

market orientation and performance measures are more related. In other words, 

innovative firms. are more prone to implementing market orientation strategies, 

acquiring information about their customers and competitors and acting in a 

coordinated mode based on this information which result in achieving better 

performance results. This is in line with the findings of Hurley and Hult (1998) and 

Yalman (2003) who argue that models of market orientation should focus on 

innovation as the primary mechanism for responding to markets. 

6.1.8. Organizational Learning as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Orientation and Organizational Performance 

It is found that organizational learning does not moderate the relation between 

organizational orientation dimensions and performance measures. It can be 

concluded that organizational learning with its focus on information acquisition, 

dissemination and shared interpretation does not have significant moderating effect 

on the relationship between organizational orientation dimensions and performance 
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measures. This contradicts the findings of Slater and Narver (1995) who indicated 

that market orientation promotes organizational learning and the organization's 

ability to learn then enhances performance. In the Turkish setting, organizational 

learning has a positive impact on the performance and market orientation has a 

positive impact on performance but the relations between market orientation and 

performance is not contingent upon organizational learning. 

6.1.9. Market-Related Factors as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Orientation and Organizational Performance 

The results with respect to the moderating effects of market related factors are 

somewhat mixed in the literature. Authors like Jaworski and Kohli (1993); Narver 

and Slater (1990); Slater and Narver (1994a, 1994b, 2000); Subramanian and 

Gopalakrishna (2001) found that market related factors do not moderate the relation 

between market orientation and business performance. However, authors like 

Greenley (l995a, 1995b), Diamontopolous and Hart (1993); Sin et.a!' (2003) found 

moderating effects of the environmental factors on the relationship between market 

orientation and performance. 

Table 6.9. indicates whether market related factors have a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational orientation and performance measures. 

Table 6.9. Moderating Effects of Market Related Factors on Organizational 

Orientation and Performance Relationships 

Market Turbulence 
Market Orientation and Overall Performance 
Customer Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Competitor Orientation and Overall Performance 
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Competitor Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Competitor Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Competitor Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Competitive Intensity 
Production Orientation and Overall Performance 
Production Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Production Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Production Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Product Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Sales Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 

. Market Growth 
Production Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Production Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 

First of all, it should be indicated that one of the market related factors, namely 

technological turbulence, does not moderate the relations between organizational 

orientation dimensions and performance measures. The linkages. between 

organizational orientation dimensions and performance measures appear to be robust 

across contexts characterized by varying levels of technological turbulence as also 

found and indicated by Jaworski and Kohli (1993). Contrary to the findings of 

Jaworski and Kohli (1993), market turbulence is found to be a moderating factor for 

the relation between market orientation and overall performance. Also, market 

turbulence acts as a moderating variable for the relations between customer 

orientation and comparative performance and for the relations between competitor 

orientation and all performance measures. It can be concluded that in turbulent 

markets, firms should implement especially competitor orientation strategies in order 

to increase their performance levels. 

Competitive intensity does not moderate the relations between market orientation 

and performance measures as in the study of Kohli and Jaworski (1993). Another 

contribution of this research is that not only market orientation but also production, 

product and sales orientations were investigated. It is found that competitive intensity 



491 

moderates the relations between production orientation and all performance 

measures, the relations between product and sales orientations and performance 

compared to objectives. It can be concluded that the level of competition is an 

important factor in the relationship between especially implementing production 

orientation strategies that focus on availability of products and inexpensive prices 

and achieving performance. 

Finally, it is found that market growth moderates the relations between production 

orientation and comparative performance and total perceived performance. The rate 

of growth characterizing the market is an important factor in the relationship between 

implementing production orientation strategies that focus on availability of products 

and inexpensive prices and achieving perfOlmance. 

The relationships between organizational orientation dimensions and performance 

measures in the low and high market turbulence, competitive intensity and market 

growth groups are stated in Table 6.10, Table 6.11, Table 6.12. 

Table 6.10. Relationships Between Organizational Orientation Dimensions and 
Performance Measures for Low an dH· hM k T bIG igJ ar et ur u ence roups 
Low Market Turbulence Production Orientation and Performance 

Compared to Objectives (-) 
Low Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Overall 

Performance( +) 
Low Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Comparative 

Performance (+) 
Low Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Performance 

Compared to Objectives(+) 
Low Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Total Perceived 

Performance( +) 
Low Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Overall 

Performance( +) 
Low Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Comparative 

Performance( +) 
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Low Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

Low Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Low Market Turbulence Competitor Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

Low Market Turbulence Competitor Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

Low Market Turbulence Competitor Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

Low Market Turbulence Competitor Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance(+) 

Low Market Turbulence Interfunctional Coordination and Overall 
Performance (+) 

High Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Market Turbulence Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

High Market Turbulence Customer Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Interfunctional Coordination and 
Comparative Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Interfunctional Coordination and 
Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 

High Market Turbulence Interfunctional Coordination and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

The results of Table 6.10 indicate that for firms in less turbulent markets, dimensions 

of market orientation and performance measures are more related. Although relations 

between market orientation and performance hold also in the high turbulent markets, 

on the average more dimensions of market orientation has a positive impact on 

performance in the less turbulent markets. The findings with respect to less turbulent 

markets runs contraty to the conceptualizations of Jaworski and Kohli (1993) who 

hypothesized that the greater the market turbulence, the stronger the relationship 

between a market orientation and business performance. In the low turbulent 
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markets, customer orientation and competitor orientation become the prevailing 

strategies of market orientation leading to higher levels of performance and in the 

high turbulent markets, interfunctional coordination, that is acting coordinatively 

based on the competitor and customer information, becomes the prevailing strategy 

of market orientation. 

Table 6.11. Relationships Between Organizational Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Competitive Intensity Groups 

Low Competitive Intensity Sales Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

Low Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Total 
Perceived Perfonnance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Interfunctional Coordination and 
Comparative Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Interfunctional Coordination and 
Perfonnance Compared to Objectives 

Low Competitive Intensity Interfunctional Coordination and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Competitive Intensity Sales Orientation and Overall 
Performance (+) 

High Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Competitive Intensity Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 
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High Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Comparative 

Performance( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Performance 

Compared to Objectives(+) 
High Competitive Intensity Customer Orientation and Total 

Perceived Performance( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Competitor Orientation and Comparative 

Performance( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Competitor Orientation and Performance 

Compared to Objectives(+) 
High Competitive Intensity Competitor Orientation and Total 

Perceived Performance(+) 
High Competitive Intensity Interfunctional Coordination and 

Comparative Performance( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Interfunctional Coordination and Total 

Perceived Performance( +) 

It seems that in the less competitive markets, customer orientation and 

interfunctional coordination becomes the prevailing strategies of market orientation 

for achieving higher levels of performance and in the high competitive markets 

customer and competitor orientation become the prevailing strategy of market 

orientation for achieving higher levels of performance. The relations between market 

orientation and performance measures found in the low competitive intensity markets 

runs contrary to the conceptualizations of Jaworski and Kohli (1993). 

Table 6.12. Relationships Between Organizational Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Growth Groups 

Low Market Growth Production Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (-) 

Low Market Growth Production Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

Low Market Growth Production Orientation 
Perceived Performance (-) 

and Total 

High Market Growth Production Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Market Growth Market Orientation and Overall 

Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Market Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 
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High Market Growth Market Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Market Growth Market Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Customer Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Customer Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Customer Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Market Growth Customer Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Competitor Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Competitor Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Market Growth Competitor Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Market GrO\vth Interfunctional Coordination and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Interfunctional Coordination and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Interfunctional Coordination and 
Performance Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Market Growth Interfunctional Coordination and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Markets where rate of growth is low showed more relations between production 

orientation and performance measures. Markets where rate of growth is high showed 

more relations between market orientation dimensions and performance measures. It 

can be concluded that in highly growing, dynamic markets, market orientation is the 

appropriate orientation to develop in order to obtain higher levels of performance. 

This finding parallels the results obtained by A vlonitis and Gounaris (1999). 

6.1.10. Strategic Orientation and Organizational Performance 

Strategic orientation refers to the usage of strategy by an organization to adapt and 

change aspects of the environment for a more favorable alignment (Manu and Sriram 

1996). Strategic orientation in this research is assessed as proposed by Venkatraman 
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(1989) and measured by Morgan and Strong (1998). Aggressiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness are the six dimensions of 

strategic orientation. Table 6.13. gives the tested relationships between strategic 

orientation dimensions and business performance which are found statistically 

significant. 

Table 6.13. Relationships Between Dimensions of Strategic Orientation and 

Performance Measures 

Aggressiveness and Comparative Performance (-) 
Aggressiveness and Performance Compared to Objectives (-) 
Aggressiveness and Total Perceived Performance (-) 
Analysis and Comparative Performance (+) 
Analysis and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Analysis and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Defensiveness and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Futurity and Comparative Performance (+) 
Futurity and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Futurity and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Proactiveness and Overall Performance (+) 
Proactiveness and Comparative Performance (+) 
Proactiveness and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Proactiveness and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Riskiness and Comparative Performance (+) 
Riskiness and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Riskiness and Total Perceived Performance (+) 

Negative relations are found between aggressive orientation and perfOlmance 

measures. Firms implementing aggressiveness orientation rapidly deploy resources 

to improve market position. Constantly improving market share and competitive 

position requires high investment and this, especially, in the short-run may harm the 

performance measures of the organization. 

Positive relations between analysis orientation and performance measures are found. 

It can be concluded that firms implementing analysis orientation represent an overall 
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problem-solving approach to strategic decision-making and reflect knowledge 

building capacity and enable processes for organizational learning and all of these 

traits lead to higher levels of performance. This finding is in line with the study of 

Morgan and Strong (2003) who found that firms emphasizing analysis orientation 

exhibit higher levels of business performance. 

Defensiveness is the strategic orientation dimension that has the least number of 

relations with performance measures. Since defensive firms aim to protect their 

market position and emphasize cost reduction and efficiency gains, they excel in the 

performance compared to their stated objectives like customer satisfaction and 

retention. The characteristics of firms adopting defensiveness strategy, that is high 

degree of strategy specialization, focus on existing domain defense and expert 

knowledge leads to high levels of business performance. This finding is in line with 

the study of Venkatraman (1989) and Morgan and Strong (2003) who found that 

firms emphasizing defensiveness exhibit higher levels of business performance. 

Firms that are positioning themselves in future environmental conditions, that is 

firms exhibiting a futurity orientation show higher levels of performance with respect 

to their competitors, higher levels of performance with respect to their stated 

objectives and higher levels of total perceived performance. Organizational 

preparedness maintains a role in not only reducing corporate anxiety about 

competitive futures but also providing a foothold to understanding the pattern, form 

and extent of potential change in competitive, industry, market and allied influences. 

In the face of significant environmental change, it has been purported that a long-

term vision is a strategic imperative for securing a competitive edge in the 
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marketplace (Morgan and Strong 2003). This finding is in line with the study of 

Morgan and Strong (2003) who found that firms emphasizing futurity orientation 

exhibit higher levels of business performance. 

Proactiveness is the strategic orientation dimension that has the highest number of 

positive relations with all the performance measures. The initiative adopted by firms 

to continuously search for burgeoning opportunities results in higher levels of 

performance. This finding is in line with the conceptualizations of Gatignon and 

Xuereb (1997) and Day and Wensley (1988). According to Gatignon and Xuereb 

(1997), proactiveness has been associated with competitive superiority due to the 

step ahead tactics pursued and market leadership characteristics exhibited by firms 

with this strategic behavior. Also, high performance returns are reported for such 

firms because of their responsiveness to market signals, access to scarce resources, 

customer loyalty gained and high commitment to innovative improvements in 

business (Day and Wensley 1988). 

It is found that riskiness orientation has positive relations with comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance. 

It can be concluded that firms implementing constructive risk stimulates 

entrepreneurship and encourages developing new consumer offerings in response to 

changing needs and this approach then leads to better performance measures. This 

finding is in line with the conceptualization of Baird and Thomas (1990), Clark and 

Montgomery (1996). Risk oriented finns are purported to combine the 

entrepreneurial skills of constructive risk taking with opportunistic venture seeking. 

In order to engage in such behavior, the firm must aspire to a mode of generative 
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learning and develop s sense of exploration within the organization. Only by 

engendering a flexible spirit of creativity and traditional rule breaking can riskiness 

provide the firm with potential improvements in business performance (Baird and 

Thomas 1990). 

Morgan and Strong (2003) indicated that there are three notable limitations with 

respect to research on strategic orientation-performance relationship. First, the vast 

majority of the studies have adopted a classificatory approach. Second, performance 

has been considered purely in accounting terms. Third, most studies have tended to 

investigate firms in mature and stable industries. This study'S contribution to the 

literature is that a comparative approach is adapted, performance is assessed by four 

scales and the sample utilized consisted of firms operating in highly growing 

markets. Nearly 85 % of the firms indicated that their markets are growing. 

6.1.11. Strategic Orientation and Employee Responses 

Table 6.14. presents the statistically significant relations found 111 this research 

between strategic orientation dimensions and employee responses. 

Table 6.14. Relationships Between Dimensions of Strategic Orientation and 

Employee Responses 

Aggressiveness Orientation and Employee Responses (-) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and Organizational Commitment (-) 
Aggressiveness Orientation and Esprit de Corps (-) 
Analysis Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Analysis Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Defensiveness Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Futurity Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Futurity Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Futurity Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Proactiveness Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
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Proactiveness Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Proactiveness Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Riskiness Orientation and Employee Responses (+) 
Riskiness Orientation and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Riskiness Orientation and Esprit de Corps (+) 

Too much focus on improving market position found in the aggressIveness 

orientation may prevent finns from developing organizational commitment, team 

spirit and thereby favorable employee responses. So, it can be concluded that firms 

exhibiting aggressiveness strategy may have less favorable employee responses, 

lower levels of organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

Futurity, proactiveness and riskiness orientations have positive relations with 

employee responses, organizational commitment and esprit de corps. It can be 

concluded that firms that tend to be ready for future environmental situations, firms 

that proactively search for new opportunities and fim1s that can take risks to improve 

their positions all need a binding motivational force to obtain the desired objectives. 

This binding force results in favorable employee responses and higher levels of 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. 

It is also found that defensive firms and firms implementing analysis orientation have 

excelled in developing a team spirit whereas firms implementing analysis orientation 

also have favorable employee responses. 

6.1.12. Strategic Orientation and Customer Satisfaction 

Table 6.15. gives the significantly correlated relations between strategic orientation 

and customer satisfaction. 
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Table 6.15. Relationships Between Dimensions of Strategic Orientation and 

Customer Satisfaction 

Defensiveness Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 
Futurity Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 
Proactiveness Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 
Riskiness Orientation and Customer Satisfaction (+) 

Positive relations were found between defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and 

riskiness orientations and customer satisfaction. It can be concluded that since 

defensive finns aim to protect their existing position, they have to emphasize 

customer retention and satisfaction in order not to lose share. This perspective, in 

tum, leads to higher levels of customer satisfaction. This finding also parallels the 

results that defensive firms excel in their performance measures with respect to 

stated objectives of customer retention and satisfaction. Firms that prepare 

themselves for future positions also have plans for the evolving marketplace and 

changing customer needs and such a viewpoint leads to higher levels of customer 

satisfaction. Proactive firms experiment with responses to changing marketplace 

conditions and they search for new oppOliunities. It can be concluded that this search 

for new opportunities and proactively responding to marketplace changes results in 

customer satisfaction. Another conclusion with respect to Table 6.15 is that firms 

adopting a riskiness orientation are more inclined to develop new consumer offerings 

in response to changing needs and this creates customer satisfaction. This finding 

also parallels the conceptualization of Kohli and Jaworski (1990). 
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6.1.13. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator Between Strategic 

Orientation and Organizational Performance 

It is found that organizational innovation does not moderate the relation between 

strategic orientation dimensions and performance measures. It can be concluded that 

organizational innovation with its focus on being first to the market and having 

technological superiority does not have a significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between strategic orientation dimensions and perfonnance measures. 

This contradicts the findings of Deshpande et.a!. (1993) and Webster (1988) who 

indicated that orientations focusing on customer leads to successful ilIDovations and 

higher organizational performance. 

6.1.14. Organizational Learning as a Moderator Between Strategic Orientation 

and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.16. indicates whether organizational learning has a moderating effect on the 

relationships between strategic orientation and performance measures. 

Table 6.16. Moderating Effects of Organizational Learning on Strategic 

Orientation and Performance Relationships 

Aggressiveness Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Proactiveness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Proactiveness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 

It is found that organizational learning acts as a moderating factor on the relations 

between aggressiveness orientation and performance compared to objectives, 

between the proactiveness orientation and comparative and total perceived 

performance. Firms with a proactive orientation need to look for new market 

opportunities and this search creates a learning environment in the finn which results 
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in better performance levels. It can be concluded that organizational learning is an 

important factor in the relationship between implementing strategies that try to 

improve the market positions and that proactively search for new market 

opportunities and performance. The relationships between aggressiveness and 

proactiveness dimensions and performance measures in the low and high 

organizational learners groups are stated in Table 6.17. 

Table 6.17. Relationships Between Strategic Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Learners 

Low Organizational Learners Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Organizational Learners Aggressiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (-) 

High Organizational Learners Aggressiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives( -) 

High Organizational Learners Aggressiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( -) 

High Organizational Learners Proactiveness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Learners Proactiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

High Organizational Learners Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Organizational Learners Proactiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance(+) 

According to these results, for high organizational learners firms, dimensions of 

strategic orientation and performance measures are more related. In other words, 

firms with high organizational learning capabilities are more prone to implementing 

aggressiveness and proactiveness strategic orientations; the first of which result in 

lower levels of performance and the second of which results in achieving better 

performance results. 
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6.1.15. Marl{et-Related Factors as a Moderator Between Strategic Orientation 

and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.18. indicates whether market related factors have a moderating effect on the 

relationships between strategic orientation and performance measures. 

Table 6.18. Moderating Effects of Market Related Factors on Strategic 

Orientation and Performance Relationships 

Marl{et Turbulence 
Defensiveness Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Proactiveness Orieiltation and Comparative Performance 
Riskiness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Competitive Intensity 
Aggressiveness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Analysis Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Analysis Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Analysis Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Defensiveness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Defensiveness Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Defensiveness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Futurity Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Proactiveness Orientation and Overall Performance 
Proactiveness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Riskiness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Technological Turbulence 
Defensiveness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Defensiveness Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Defensiveness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Market Growth 
Defensiveness Orientation and Overall Performance 
Defensiveness Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Defensiveness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Futurity Orientation and Overall Performance 
Futurity Orientation and Comparative Performance 
Futurity Orientation and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Futurity Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 
Riskiness Orientation and Overall Performance 
Riskiness Orientation and Total Perceived Performance 

First of all, it should be indicated that the moderating effects of market turbulence, 

competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market growth on the relations 
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between strategic orientation dimensions and performance runs contrary to the 

findings of Jaworski and Kohli (1993) especially on the dimensions concentrating on 

customer and competitors like defensiveness. 

It can be concluded that market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological 

turbulence and market growth act as important factors in the relationship between 

implementing strategies about protecting the firm's market position and performance 

measures. Competitive intensity seems to be a moderating factor for all the six 

strategic orientation dimensions, therefore it can be concluded that levels of 

competition determines the relations between strategic orientation and performance. 

Rate of market growth becomes an important factor for the relation between 

implementing strategies about positioning in future environmental situations and 

about strategies on taking constructive risk and performance measures. This finding 

is in line with the conceptualization of A vlonitis and Gournaris (1999). 

The relationships between strategic orientation dimensions and performance 

measures in the low and high market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological 

turbulence and market growth groups are stated in Table 6.19, Table 6.20, Table 

6.21, and Table 6.22. 

Table 6.19. Relationships Between Strategic Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Turbulence Groups 

Low Market Turbulence Defensiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Market Turbulence Proactiveness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 
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Low Market Turbulence Proacti veness Orientation and 

Low Market Turbulence 
Comparative Perfomlance (+) 
Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Market Turbulence Proacti veness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Low Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

Low Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Perfomlance 
Compared to Objectives 

Low Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Proactiveness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Proacti veness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

High Market Turbulence Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Market Turbulence Proactiveness Orientation and Total 
Percei ved Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

High Market Turbulence Riskiness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

The results of Table 6.19 indicate that proactiveness and riskiness have positive 

impact on performance measures in the low and high market turbulent environments. 

When market turbulence is high, that is when customer preferences change rapidly, 

being proactive for new customer opportunities and taking risks for developing new 

consumer offerings leads to higher levels of performance. Conversely, when market 

turbulence is low, being proactive and risk-taker can help firms to be one step ahead 

of the competition and thereby leads to better performance results. 
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Table 6.20. Relationships Between Strategic Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Competitive Intensity Groups 

Low Competitive Intensity Aggressiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Perfomlance (-) 

Low Competitive Intensity Aggressi veness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives (-) 

Low Competitive Intensity Aggressiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance (-) 

Low Competitive Intensity Analysis Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Analysis Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Analysis Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Defensiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Defensiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Defensiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Futurity Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Futurity Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Futurity Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

Low Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation and 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Performance 

Low Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation 
Perceived Performance( +) 

and Total 

High Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

High Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Competitive Intensity Proactiveness Orientation and Total 
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Perceived Performance( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 

Performance( + ) 
High Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation and Performance 

Compared to Objectives( +) 
High Competitive Intensity Riskiness Orientation and Total 

Perceived Performance( +) 

It seems that there are more significant relations between strategic orientation 

dimensions and performance measures in the low competitive markets. Due to lack 

of competitive intensity, every strategic orientation dimension except for 

aggressIveness orientation leads to better performance results. However, 

aggressiveness orientation leads to lower levels of performance in the low 

competitive environments. Since level of competition is not high, the aim to achieve 

better market positions in the lack of significant competitors may sometimes be a 

waste of resources and thereby this orientation may create lower levels of 

performance. When the level of competition is high, firms that are proactive in 

responding to both their competitors and customers and firms that take constructive 

risks to cope with changes may outperforms their major competitors and this result in 

better performance results especially in better comparative performance levels. 

Table 6.21. Relationships Between Strategic Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Technological Turbulence Groups 

High Technological Turbulence Defensiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

High Technological Turbulence Defensiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 

High Technological Turbulence Defensiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance(+) 

It can be concluded that in envirOlIDlents where teclmology is changing rapidly, firms 

that are implementing strategies to protect their market positions may obtain better 
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performance levels. Firms that work with technologies that are undergoing rapid 

change may be able to obtain a competitive advantage through technological 

innovation and thereby it may be enough to defend their current market position to 

obtain satisfying performance results. This conceptualization is in line with that of 

Jaworski and Kohli (1993). 

Table 6.22. Relationships Between Strategic Orientation Dimensions and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Growth Groups 

Low Market Growth Defensiveness Orientation and 
Comparative Performance (+) 

Low Market Growth Defensiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Market Growth Defensiveness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

Low Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

Low Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Overall 
Performance( +) 

Low Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

Low Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Defensiveness Orientation and 
Performance Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Overall 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Market Growth Futurity Orientation and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

High Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Performance 
Compared to Objectives( +) 

High Market Growth Riskiness Orientation and Total 
Perceived Performance( +) 
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Markets where rate of growth is low showed more relations between defensiveness 

orientation and performance measures. In markets experiencing low rates of growth, 

implementing defensiveness strategy with tIle emphasis on the protection of the 

current market position may result in better performance measures. Futurity and 

riskiness orientations seem to have a positive impact on performance measures for 

both low and high growing markets. In somewhat stable markets, being prepared for 

future environmental positions and being a risk-taker for new opportunities may 

strengthen the position of the organizations and thereby leads to better perfornlance 

results. In growing markets, these strategies may help the organizations to beat their 

competitors and again by strengthening the current position leads to better 

performance. 

6.1.16. Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance 

Organizatjonal culture is defined by Deshpande and Webster (1989, pA) as 'the 

pattern of shared values and beliefs that help members of an organization understand 

why things happen and thus teach them the behavioral norms in the organization.' 

Organizational culture was measured by the scales used by Deshpande, Farley and 

Webster (1993) and Deshpande and Farley (1999) which are adapted from Quinn 

(1988) and Cameron and Freeman (1991). There are four main types of 

organizational culture that are market, adhocracy, hierarchy and clan culture types. 

Table 6.23. gives the tested relationships between organizational culture types and 

business performance which are found statistically significant. 
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Table 6.23. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and 

Performance Measures 

Market Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Overall Performance (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Comparative Performance (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Hierarchy Culture and Comparative Performance (-) 
Hierarchy Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives (-) 
Hierarchy Culture and Total Perceived Performance (-) 

It is found that there is a positive relation between market culture and performance 

compared to objectives. A market culture emphasizes competitiveness, goal 

achievement planning, performance and efficiency. These goals are related to 

customer satisfaction and loyalty most of the time. It can be concluded that the 

emphasis on goal achievement which is a characteristics of a market culture leads 

higher levels of performance with regard to firm's stated objectives that are customer 

satisfaction, retention and product quality. This finding is in line with the study of 

Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993) and Deshpande and Farley (1999). 

Adhocracy culture shows the most number of relations among the four culture types 

with performance. It has a positive relation with all the performance measures. The 

adhocracy culture combines informal governance with an external orientation. This 

culture emphasizes entrepreneurship, creativity and adaptability. Finding new 

markets and new directions for growth are important here. It can be concluded that 

the external orientation and entrepreneurial orientation in adhocracy cultures help to 

achieve better performance results. 
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There is a negative con'elation between hierarchy cultures and performance levels. It 

may be concluded that a hierarchical culture with its emphasis on predictability and 

smooth operations within a bureaucratic organization, contribute relatively 

unsatisfactorily to business performance. Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993) 

found that business performance is ranked from highest to lowest according to type 

of organizational culture as follows: Best performances will be seen in market, 

adhocracy and clan cultures respectively and worst performance will be seen in 

hierarchical cultures. In this study, market culture type showed better performance 

with respect to stated objectives, but it does not relate positively to the other 

performance measures. This is somewhat in contradiction with the findings of 

Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993). With respect to the findings regarding 

adhocracy cultures and hierarchy cultures, parallelism is found with Deshpande, 

Farley and Webster's (1993) study. Deshpande and Farley (1999) found that 

adhocracy cultures are more important predictors of good performance for Indian 

firms and this exactly suits the situation in Turkey. 

6.1.17. Organizational Culture Types and Employee Responses 

Table 6.24. presents the statistically significant relations found 111 this research 

between organizational culture types and employee responses. 

Table 6.24. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and Employee 

Responses 

Adhocracy Culture and Employee Responses (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Adhocracy Culture and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Hierarchy Culture and Employee Responses (-) 
Hierarchy Culture and Organizational Commitment (-) 
Hierarchy Culture and Esprit de Corps (-) 
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It is found that adhocracy cultures have positive relations and hierarchy cultures have 

negative relations with all employee responses. The focus on innovation, 

entrepreneurship and risk-taking seen in adhocracy cultures may require that all 

organization members should direct their focus on these key points and they should 

all work together as an organization toward the achievement of innovation or new 

opportunities. This orientation binds individuals in the organization toward the 

achievement of the stated objectives and thereby organizational commitment and 

esprit de corps is created in the organization. Taken together, more favorable 

employee responses are found in adhocracy cultures. 

Hierarchy cultures are defined by their bureaucratic structures. They emphasize order 

and stability, and rules and procedures become important in these cultures. This inner 

orientation may lead to less favorable employee responses, lower levels of 

organizational commitment and esprit de corps. This finding also parallels the study 

of Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993) who stated that hierarchy cultures are the 

worst type of culture in terms of performance and employee responses levels. The 

relations found between organizational culture types and employee responses 

resembles the findings of Sheridan (1992) who also found that variation in cultural 

values had a significant effect on employee retention rates. 

6.1.18. Organizational Culture Types and Customer Satisfaction 

Table 6.25. gives the significantly correlated relations between organizational culture 

types and customer satisfaction. 
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Table 6.25. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and Customer 

Satisfaction 

Adhocracy Culture and Customer Satisfaction (+) 
Hierarchy Culture and Customer Satisfaction .-;( _-'::-)-"-----------------l 

Parallel to the findings related to business performance and employee responses, 

adhocracy culture is found to have a positive relation with customer satisfaction, 

whereas hierarchy culture is found to have a negative relation with customer 

satisfaction. Since adhocracy cultures emphasize innovation, entrepreneurship and 

risk -taking, firms with these cultures may be better in terms of responding to 

changing customer needs and therefore it can be concluded that adhocracy cultures 

lead to higher levels of customer satisfaction. The inner orientation and emphasis on 

order and stability found in hierarchical cultures may prevent these firms from 

meeting the changing needs of their markets. This, in tum, leads to lower levels of 

customer satisfaction. 

6.1.19. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Culture Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.26. indicates whether organizational innovation has a moderating effect on 

the relationships between organizational culture types and performance measures. 

Table 6.26. Moderating Effects of Organizational Innovation on Organizational 

Culture Types and Performance Relationships 

Clan Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives 

Clan cultures are internally oriented and they emphasize cohesiveness, participation 

and teamwork. It is also found that there are no significant correlations between clan 
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cultures and performance measures. Organizational innovation in this regard acts as 

an important factor for establishing the linkage between having a clan culture and 

obtaining better performance results with respect to established objectives. The 

moderating eiIect of organizational innovation is limited in this scope, however the 

found moderating effects are in line with the conceptualization of Barney (1986). 

The relationships between organizational culture types and performance measures in 

the low and high organizational ilmovation groups are stated in Table 6.27. 

Table 6.27. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Innovation 

Low Organizational Innovation Hierarchy Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Organizational Innovation Adhocracy Culture and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Adhocracy Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

High Organizational Innovation Adhocracy Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

According to these results, for high organizational innovation firms, adhocracy 

culture and dimensions of performance measures are more related. In other words, 

innovative finns are more prone to adopting adhocracy culture with its emphasis on 

entrepreneurship and creativity which result in achieving better performance results. 

This is in line with the findings of Hurley and Hult (1998) and Deshpande, Farley 

and Webster (1993). 
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6.1.20. Organizational Learning as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Culture Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.28. indicates whether organizational learning has a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational culture types and performance measures. 

Table 6.28. Moderating Effects of Organizational Learning on Organizational 

Culture Types and Performance Relationships 

Market Culture and Overall Performance 
Market Culture and Comparative Performance 
Market Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Market Culture and Total Perceived Performance 

It is found that organizational learning acts as a moderating factor on the relations 

between market culture and all performance measures. It can be concluded that 

organizational learning is an impOliant factor in the relationship between adopting 

market cultures with their emphasis on competitiveness, efficiency and goal 

achievement and performance. The requirements of market culture create a learning 

orientation and this in turn affect performance positively. The relationships between 

organizational culture types and performance measures in the low and high 

organizational learners groups are stated in Table 6.29. 

Table 6.29. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Learners 

High Organizational Learners Market Culture and Overall 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Learners Market Culture and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Organizational Learners Market Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Organizational Learners Market Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 
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High Organizational Learners Adhocracy Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(+) 

High Organizational Learners Adhocracy Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Learners Hierarchy Culture and Comparative 
Performance (-) 

High Organizational Learners Hierarchy Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives(-) 

High Organizational Learners Hierarchy Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance(-) 

According to these results, for high organizational learner firms, organizational 

culture types and performance measures are more related. In other words, firms with 

high organizational learning capabilities are more prone to implementing market and 

adhocracy cultures. The common points of these two cultures are their outward 

orientations and this orientation requires high learning capabilities. Also, in the high 

organizational learner group, negative relations are found between hierarchy culture 

and performance measures resembling the results obtained in the total sample. 

6.1.21. Market-Related Factors as a Moderator Between Organizational Culture 

Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.30. indicates whether market related factors have a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational culture types and performance measures. 

Table 6.30. Moderating Effects of Market Related Factors on Organizational 

Culture Types and Performance Relationships 

Competitive Intensity 
Market Culture and Performance Compared to Objectives 

Market Growth 
Market Culture and Overall Performance 
Market Culture and Comparative Performance 
Market Culture and Total Perceived Performance 
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First of all, it should be indicated that no moderating effects of market turbulence and 

technological turbulence on the relations between organizational culture types and 

performance is found. This finding parallels the conceptualization of Deshpande, 

Farley and Webster (1993) who argue that the relation between organizational 

culture types and performance holds regardless of environmental complexity. 

However, the moderating effects of competitive intensity and market growth 

contradict the views of Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993). 

It can be concluded that competitive intensity is an important factor for the relation 

between adopting market cultures with their emphasis on competitiveness, efficiency 

and goal achievement and performance compared to stated objectives. Also the rate 

of market growth acts as an important factor for the relations between market 

cultures emphasizing market superiority and performance measures. The 

relationships between organizational culture types and performance measures in the 

low and high competitive intensity and market growth groups are stated in Table 

6.31 and Table 6.32. 

Table 6.31. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Competitive Intensity Groups 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Culture and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Culture and Perfonnance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Competitive Intensity Market Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

It seems that there are more significant relations between market culture and 

performance measures in the low competitive markets. Market culture with its 
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emphasis on market superiority and competitiveness is a more important determinant 

of performance under low levels of competition. This finding contradicts the 

conceptualization of Jaworski and Kohli (1993) who expected that market orientation 

is a more important determinant of performance under conditions of high competitive 

intensity. 

Table 6.32. Relationships Between Organizational Culture Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Growth Groups 

High Market Growth Market Culture and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Market Culture and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

High Market Growth Market Culture and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

Market culture is more related to performance dimensions in the high market growth 

group. Growing markets are more challenging than stable markets. They provide 

both risks and opportunities for the finn. Organizations who have a culture 

emphasizing market superiority and competitiveness may obtain better performance 

results especially in growing markets by outperforming their competitors. 

6.1.22. Organizational Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

Organizational capabilities are 'complex bundles of skills and collective learning, 

exercised through organizational processes, that ensure superior coordination of 

functional activities' (Day, 1994, p.38). There are three main categories of 

organizational capabilities that are outside-in capabilities, inside-out capabilities and 

spam1ing capabilities. The scale to measure organizational capabilities is developed 

by the author with the descriptions adopted from Day (1994). Table 6.33. gives the 
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tested relationships between organizational capabilities and business performance 

which are found statistically significant. 

Table 6.33. Relationships Between Organizational Capabilities and 

Performance Measures 

Outside-in Capabilities and Overall Performance (+) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Comparative Performance (+) 
Outside-in C~pabilities and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Overall Performance (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Comparative Performance (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Spamling Capabilities and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Spanning Capabilities and Total Perceived Performance (+) 

It is found that there are significant positive relations between outside-in and inside-

out capabilities and all performance measures. There are also significant positive 

relations between spanning capabilities and performance compared to objectives and 

total perceived performance. Outside-in capabilities enable the business to compete 

by anticipating market requirements ahead of competitors, and (;reating durable 

relations with customers, channel members and suppliers. So, it can be concluded 

that higher levels of such capabilities lead to higher levels of performance. Inside-out 

capabilities are activated by market requirements, competitive challenges and 

external opportunities and firms that excel at these capabilities achieve higher 

performance levels since they overcome the competitive challenges and get use of 

the external opportunities. Spanning capabilities are exercised through the sequences 

of activities that comprise the processes used to satisfy the anticipated needs of 

customers identified by the outside-in capabilities and meet the commitments that 

have been made to enhance relationships. So, it can be concluded that firms excelling 
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at spanning capabilities perform better both at the total level and with regard to the 

organization's stated objectives. The findings with regard to the positive relations 

between outside-in and spanning capabilities and performance measures resembles 

the findings of Vorhies, Harker and Rao (1999) who found that market-driven firms 

having higher levels of market research, product development, pricing, distribution, 

promotion and marketing management capabilities outperform the other firms in 

terms of various performance measures like growth and profitability. 

6.1.23. Organizational Capabilities and Employee Responses 

Table 6.34. presents the statistically significant relations found m this research 

between organizational capabilities and employee responses. 

Table 6.34. Relationships Between Organizational Capabilities and Employee 

Responses 

Outside-in Capabilities and Employee Responses (+) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Outside-in Capabilities and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Employee Responses (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Inside-out Capabilities and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Spmming Capabilities and Employee Responses (+) 
Spanning Capabilities and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Spanning Capabilities and Esprit de Corps (+) 

There are positive significant relations between all three types of organizational 

capabilities and all employee responses. It is concluded that as firms excel in the 

capabilities that enable them to compete by anticipating market requirements, to 

meet challenges and external oppOliunities, to satisfy needs of customers, their 

employees become attached to the organization, team spirit prevails and employee 

responses become more favorable. 
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6.1.24. Organizational Capabilities and Customer Satisfaction 

Table 6.35. gives the significantly correlated relations between organizational 

capabilities and customer satisfaction. 

Table 6.35. Relationships Between Organizational Capabilities and Customer 

Satisfaction 

I Inside-out Capabilities and Customer Satisfaction (+) 

There is a significant correlation between inside-out capabilities and customer 

satisfaction. It can be concluded that when firms excel in capabilities that are 

activated by market requirements, competitive challenges and external opportunities, 

they achieve higher levels of customer satisfaction. The absence of a relation 

between outside-in and spanning capabilities and customer satisfaction in this 

research contradicts the findings of Vorhies, Harker and Rao (1999) who found that 

market-driven firms excelling in outside-in and spanning capabilities achieve higher 

levels of customer satisfaction. Environmental differences and organizational culture 

differences between the samples and settings may lie behind these different findings. 

6.1.25. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

It is found that organizational innovation does not moderate the relation between 

organizational capabilities and performance measures. Although there are significant 

and positive relations between outside-in, inside-out and spanning capabilities and 

performance measures, it is concluded that organizational innovation does not 

contribute to this linkage. This finding is in line with the findings of Grewal and 
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Tansuhaj (2001) who indicated that capabilities related with market orientation 

(mainly outside-in capabilities in this research) lead to better performance levels 

especially during economic crises times since an economic crises shifts competition 

away from innovation and toward other market factors and market-oriented 

capabilities comes in handy here. 

6.1.26. Organizational Learning as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

It is found that like organizational ilmovation, organizational learning does not 

moderate the relation between organizational capabilities and performance measures. 

Although there are significant and positive relations between outside-in, inside-out 

and spanning capabilities and performance measures, it is concluded that 

organizational learning also does not contribute to this linkage. This finding 

contradicts the conceptualization made by Slater and Narver (1995). Slater and 

Narver (1995) asserted that an organization has a foundation for sustained 

competitive advantage when it possesses skills and resources that provide superior 

value to customers and organizational learning is valuable to firm in this context 

because it focuses on understanding and effectively satisfying their needs through 

new products. 

6.1.27. Market-Related Factors as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Capabilities and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.36. indicates whether market related factors have a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational capabilities and performance measures. 
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Table 6.36. Moderating Effects of Market Related Factors on Organizational 

Capabilities and Performance Relationships 

Technological Turbulence 
Spanning Capabilities and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Spanning Capabilities and Total Perceived PerfOlmance 
Market Growth 
Spanning Capabilities and Comparative Performance 
Spanning Capabilities and Total Perceived Performance 

First of all, it should be indicated that no moderating effects of market turbulence and 

competitive intensity on the relations between organizational capabilities and 

performance is found. This finding, especially the absence of moderating effects of 

market turbulence and competitive intensity on the relations between outside-in 

capabilities and performance runs contrary to the conceptualizations made by Grewal 

and Tansuhaj (200 I) who claimed the moderating effects of market turbulence and 

competitive intensity exists for the relationship between market orientation 

capabilities and performance. However, it should also be noted that the findings with 

respect to technological turbulence and market growth parallels Grewal and 

Tansuhaj's study (2001). 

It can be concluded that technological turbulence is an important factor for the 

relation between excelling in spanning capabilities that are aimed at satisfying the 

anticipated needs of customers and performance. Therefore, technological 

turbulence contributes to the relation between spalming capabilities and performance. 

Also the rate of market growth acts as an important factor for the relations between 

spanning capabilities emphasizing customer satisfaction and service and performance 

measures. It is concluded that in growing markets where there is a battle between the 

firms to capture the satisfying market shares, the relation between excelling in 
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spanning capabilities that includes the processes used to satisfy the anticipated needs 

of customers identified by the outside-in capabilities and meet the commitments that 

have been made to enhance relationships and performance measures becomes 

important. The relationships between organizational capabilities and performance 

measures in the low and high technological turbulence and market growth groups are 

stated in Table 6.37 and Table 6.38. 

Table 6.37. Relationships Between Organizational Capabilities and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Technological Turbulence Groups 

Low Technological Turbulence Spanning Capabilities and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

Low Technological Turbulence Spanning Capabilities and Total 
Perceived Performance (+) 

High Teclmological Turbulence Spanning Capabilities and Perfonnance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

In low technological turbulent markets, spanning capabilities have more relations 

with performance dimensions. It can be concluded that in low technologically 

turbulent environments, spmming capabilities that aim to satisfY the anticipated needs 

of customers become important and firms excelling at this capability obtain better 

performance results. 

The relation between spanning capabilities and performance in high technologically 

turbulent markets resembles the conceptualization of .Tawroski and Kohli 81993). 

According to Jaworski and Kohli (1993), the positive relation betwen firm 

performance and market orientation and thereby market orientation capabilities 

weaken as teclmological uncertainty increrases. Outside-in capabilities are the 

representative of market orientation capabilities. When there is teclmological 
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turbulence in the market, firms reliance on outside-in capabilities lose importance, 

however it can be concluded that at these circumstances, spanning capabilities gain 

importance. 

Table 6.38. Relationships Between Organizational Capabilities and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Growth Groups 

High Market Growth Spatming Capabilities and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

High Market Growth Spanning Capabilities and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (+) 

High Market Growth Spanning Capabilities and Total 
Perceived Performance (+) 

Spanning capabilities are more related to performance dimensions in the high market 

growth group. Growing markets, being more challenging than stable markets, 

provide both risks and opportunities for the firm. Organizations who excel in 

capabilities that satisfy the anticipated needs of customers identified by the outside-in 

capabilities and meet the commitments that have been made to enhance relationships 

may obtain better performance results especially in growing markets by 

outperforming their competitors. 

6.1.28. Organizational Form and Organizational Performance 

Organizational form is defined by Romanelli (1991, p.81-82) as 'the characteristics 

of an organization that identify it as a distinct entity and at the same time classify it 

as a member of a group of similar organizations.' Organizational form was measured 

by the scales developed by author with the adaptations made from Webster (1992) 

and Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey (1999). There are four main types of 

organizational forms that are hierarchical, transactional, relational and network 
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forms. Table 6.39. gives the tested relationships between organizational form types 

and business performance which are found statistically significant. 

Table 6.39. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures 

Hierarchical Form and Comparative Performance (-) 
Hierarchical Form and Performance Compared to Objectives (-) 
Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived Performance (-) 
Relational Form and Comparative Performance (+) 
Relational Form and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 
Relational Form and Total Perceived Performance (+) 
Network Form and Performance Compared to Objectives (+) 

There is a negative correlation between hierarchical form and performance. 

Hierarchical forms emphasize more administrative and bureaucratic control and they 

also emphasize less market control in the pursuit of economic efficiency and thereby 

because of their inward lookingness and lack of flexibility, these forms result in less 

satisfactory performance levels. On the contrary, relational form and network form 

are organizational forms that emphasize market control, multiple and long-term 

relations with various partners. These forms have flexibility in responding to market 

and customer requirements and can achieve better performance results. These 

findings parallel the conceptualizations made by Webster (1992) and Murray (2001). 

6.1.29. Organizational Form Types and Employee Responses 

Table 6.40. presents the statistically significant relations found 111 this research 

between organizational form types and employee responses. 
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Table 6.40. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and Employee 

Responses 

Hierarchical Form and Employee Responses (-) 
Hierarch~cal Form and Organizational Commitment (-) \ 

TransactIOnal Form and Organizational Comn1itment (-) 
Relational Form and Employee Responses (+) 
Relational Form and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Relational Form and Esprit de Corps (+) 
Network Form and Employee Responses (+) 
Network Form and Organizational Commitment (+) 
Network Form and Esprit de Corps (+) 

Negative relations between hierarchical and transactional form and performance is 

found together with positive relations between relational and network forms and 

performance. Hierarchical forms are defined by their bureaucratic structures. This 

bureaucratic structure and inner orientation found in hierarchical forms may lead to 

less favorable employee responses and lower levels of organizational commitment. 

Transactional forms represent the organizations that rely on one-time, arm's length 

relationships in their operations and this lack of continuity in relations may lower 

organizational commitment. Relational forms and network forms, on the other hand, 

emphasize durable, stronger partnerships and greater interdependence. This binding 

envirOlID1ent results in higher organizational commitment and esprit de corps and 

more favorable employee responses. These findings suit the conceptualizations made 

by Webster (1992). 

6.1.30. Organizational Form Types and Customer Satisfaction 

There are no significant relations found between organizational form types and 

customer satisfaction. None of the organizational forms (hierarchical, transactional, 

relational, network) by themselves have an effect on customer satisfaction. The 

absence of relation between relational and network forms and customer satisfaction 
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runs contrary to the conceptualizations of Webster 1992) who indicated that 

relational forms and especially networks respond quickly and flexibly to accelerating 

change in customer preferences and thereby they increase customer satisfaction. The 

environmental conditions and differences between the settings the researches are 

conducted may explain these contradictory findings. In this regard, future research 

can take organizational form as a moderating variable. 

6.1.31. Organizational Innovation as a Moderator Between Organizational 

Form Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.41. indicates whether organizational imlovation has a moderating effect on 

the relationships between organizational form types and performance measures. 

Table 6.41. Moderating Effects of Organizational Innovation on Organizational 

Form Types and Performance Relationships 

I Relational Form and Overall Performance 

It is found that organizational innovation moderates the relation between relational 

form and overall performance. Relational forms are flexible organizational forms 

where the relations between customers and suppliers are in the form of partnerships 

instead of being arm's length relationships. These forms respond to the changing 

needs of customers more easily than the hierarchical and transactional forms. It can 

be concluded that organizational innovation acts as an important factor in the relation 

between having relational forms that emphasize long-term partnerships and overall 

performance. However, it should also be noted that the moderating effect of 

organizational innovation is limited. The relationships between organizational form 
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types and performance measures in the low and high organizational innovation 

groups are stated in Table 6.42 

Table 6.42. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Innovation 

High Organizational Innovation Relational Form and Comparative 
Performance( +) 

High Organizational Innovation Relational Form and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

According to these results, for high organizational innovation firms, relational form 

and dimensions of performance measures are more related. In other words, 

im10vative firms are more prone to adopting relational form with its emphasis on 

long-term relationships with related partners which result in achieving better 

performance results. This is in line with the conceptualization of Webster (1992). 

6.1.32. Organizational Learning as a Moderator Between Organizational Form 

Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.43. indicates whether organizational learning has a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational form types and performance measures. 

Table 6.43. Moderating Effects of Organizational Learning on Organizational 

Form Types and Performance Relationships 

Hierarchical Form and Overall Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Comparative Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived Performance 
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It is found that organizational learning acts as a moderating factor on the relations 

between hierarchical form and all performance measures. It can be concluded that 

organizational learning is an important factor in the relationship between adopting 

hierarchical forms with their emphasis on bureaucratic and administrative control 

and performance. The relationships between organizational form types and 

performance measures in the low and high organizational learners groups are stated 

in Table 6.44. 

Table 6.44. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Organizational Learners 

High Organizational Learners 

I 
Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

It is found that for the companies that have high organizational learning capabilities, 

adopting a hierarchical form results in lower levels of performance compared to 

objectives. The inflexible and inward-looking characteristics of hierarchical fonns 

may hinder these finns from responding to customer needs and this may have a 

negative impact on the performance with regard to stated objectives like customer 

retention and satisfaction. This relation holds especially in the high organizational 

learner group. 

6.1.33. Market-Related Factors as a Moderator Between Organizational Form 

Types and Organizational Performance 

Table 6.45. indicates whether market related factors have a moderating effect on the 

relationships between organizational form types and performance measures. 
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Table 6.45. Moderating Effects of Marl{et Related Factors on Organizational 

Form Types and Performance Relationsllips 

Market Turbulence 
Network Form and Comparative Performance 
Network Form and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Network Form and Total Perceived Performance 
Competitive Intensity 
Hierarchical Form Overall Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Comparative Performance 
Hierarchical Fonn and Total Perceived Performance 
Technological Turbulence 
Hierarchical Form Overall Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Comparative Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived Performance 
Transactional Form and Performance Compared to Objectives 
Market Growth 
Hierarchical Form Overall Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Comparative Performance 
Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived Performance 

It is found that market turbulence moderates the relation between network form and 

performance measures. Market turbulence -the rate of change in composition of 

customers and their preferences- is an important factor in the relationship between 

adopting a network form with its emphasis on flexibility and achieving performance. 

Competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market growth have moderating 

effects on the relation between hierarchical culture and performance measures. It can 

be concluded that competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market growth 

operate as important factors for the relationship between having a hierarchical form 

with emphasis on bureaucracy and stability and perfonnance. The relationships 

between organizational form types and performance measures in the low and high 

market turbulence, competitive intensity, teclmological turbulence and market 

growth groups are stated in Table 6.46,Table 6.47, Table 6.48, and Table 6.49. 
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Table 6.46. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Turbulence Groups 

Low Market Turbulence Network Form and Comparative 
Performance (+) 

Low Market Turbulence Network Form and Total Perceived 
Performance (+) 

It seems that there are more significant relations between network form and 

performance measures in the low market turbulence group. Network form with its 

emphasis on flexibility is a more important determinant of performance under low 

levels of market turbulence. 

Table 6.47. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Competitive Intensity Groups 

Low Competitive Intensity Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Competitive Intensity Hierarchical Form and Overall 
Performance (-) 

High Competitive Intensity Hierarchical Form and Comparative 
Performance (-) 

High Competitive Intensity Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Competitive Intensity Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived 
Performance (-) 

Under conditions of high competition, firms require to be more flexible in order to 

respond rapidly to changing customer needs. However, hierarchical forms lack this 

flexibility which is an essential requirement for firms operating in highly competitive 

markets. Therefore, in high competition, adopting hierarchical forms may result in 

unsatisfactory performance results. 
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Table 6.48. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Technological Turbulence Groups 

Low Technological Turbulence Transactional Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Technological Turbulence Hierarchical Form and Overall 
Performance (-) 

High Technological Turbulence Hierarchical Form and Comparative 
Performance (-) 

High Technological Turbulence Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

High Technological Turbulence Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived 
Performance (-) 

The negative impact of having transactional forms on performance compared to 

objectives holds for the low technological turbulence group. On the other hand, 

hierarchical form is more related to performance dimensions in the high 

technological turbulence group. When there is rapid change of technology, having 

hierarchical forms with their inflexible stmctures affects performance measures 

negatively. 

Table 6.49. Relationships Between Organizational Form Types and 

Performance Measures for Low and High Market Growth Groups 

Low Market Growth Hierarchical Form and Overall 
Performance (-) 

Low Market Growth Hierarchical Form and Comparative 
Performance (-:1 

Low Market Growth Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

Low Market Growth Hierarchical Form and Total Perceived 
Performance (-) 

High Market Growth Hierarchical Form and Performance 
Compared to Objectives (-) 

Hierarchical form is more related to performance dimensions in the low market 

growth group. Having hierarchical forms affect performance measures negatively 
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and this holds true especially in the low market growth group where there is a low 

rate of market growth. When the market is not growing, it means that films can have 

difficulty in finding new customers. The only way is to gain customers from the 

competitors. This requires flexible systems so that companies can respond effectively 

to customer need and wants. A hierarchical form lacks these attributes and thereby 

results in lower levels of performance when operates in markets having low rates of 

growth. 

6.1.34. Conclusions on Model Fit 

The fit of the model is tested by multiple regressIOn analyses between vanous 

components. The dependent variables tested are overall performance, comparative 

performance, performance compared to objectives, total perceived performance, 

employee responses, organizational commitment, esprit de corps, and customer 

satisfaction. The independent variables used are organizational orientation, strategic 

orientation, hierarchical form, transactional form, relational form, network form, 

organizational innovation, organizational learning, market turbulence, competitive 

intensity, teclmological turbulence and market growth. 

With respect to the models tested with performance measures taken as the dependent 

variable, it can be stated that highest percentage of variance explained belongs to the 

models where performance compared to objectives and total perceived performance 

is taken as the dependent variables. With respect to the model with performance 

compared to objectives taken as the dependent variable, the best predictors of 

performance compared to objectives are strategic orientation, organizational 

hmovation, organizational learning, competitive intensity, technological turbulence 
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and market growth. It can be concluded that, in conditions high strategic orientation, 

high organizational learning and innovation and high market growth, and in 

conditions of low competitive intensity and technological turbulence, performance 

compared to objectives increase. The relation between strategic orientation, 

organizational innovation, organizational learning, market growth and performance 

compared to objectives support the correlation results, there is no supporting finding 

on the negative relationship between competitive intensity, technological turbulence 

and performance compared to objectives. Since regression is multivariate, this 

analysis is better. 

When the model with total perceived performance as the dependent variable is 

analyzed in terms of fit, it is seen that the best predictors of total perceived 

performance are organizational orientation, organizational innovation, organizational 

learning, technological turbulence, market growth. Under conditions of high 

organizational orientation, organizational innovation, organizational learning and 

market growth and under conditions of low technological turbulence, total perceived 

performance increases. Except for the negative relation between technological 

turbulence and total perceived performance, all the relations in this model are also 

supported by the correlation results. Since organizational orientation is a predictor of 

total perceived performance, to understand which organizational orientation 

dimension contributes to total perceived performance more, each of the 

organizational orientation dimensions (production, product, sales and market 

orientations) are included in the model. This time, the best predictors of total 

perceived performance become market orientation, organizational innovation, 

organizational learning, technological turbulence and market growth. It can be 
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concluded that under conditions of high market orientation, organizational learning, 

organizational innovation, market growth and under conditions of low technological 

turbulence, total perceived performance increases. Again, except for the negative 

relation between technological turbulence and total perceived performance, all the 

relations in this model are also supported by the correlation results. 

When employee responses are taken as the dependent variable, organizational 

learning, hierarchical form, network form, market turbulence are the best predictors 

of the dependent variable. It is concluded that under conditions of high 

organizational learning and low market turbulence and when network form is found 

to a greater extent and hierarchical form is found to a lesser extent, favorable 

employee responses are acquired. 

Finally, with respect to the model with customer satisfaction as the dependent 

variable, the best predictors of customer satisfaction has become strategic 

orientation, organizational innovation and learning, hierarchical form, technological 

turbulence and competitive intensity. In order to understand which strategic 

orientation dimensions contribute most to customer satisfaction, aggressiveness, 

analysis, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness orientations are 

included in the model. This time, the best predictors of customer satisfaction has 

been proactiveness orientation, organizational learning, competitive intensity and 

technological turbulence. It is concluded that under conditions of high proactiveness 

orientation and organizational learning and high technological turbulence and 

competitive intensity, customer satisfaction increases. 
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6.2. Implications 

This study attempted to analyze various important organizational dimensions like 

organizational orientation, strategic orientation, organizational culture, organizational 

capabilities and organizational form and their impact on organizational performance, 

employee and customer responses. The impact of organizational learning, 

organizational ilIDovation, and market-related factors (market turbulence, 

competitive intensity, technological turbulence, market growth) on the relationship 

between organizational dimensions and organizational performance is also 

investigated. All the organizational dimensions are assessed from a marketing point 

of view in this research. 

The findings of the study have important implications for managers and researchers. 

These implications are discussed with respect to the analyzed variables in the 

following sections. 

6.2.1. Implications for Managers 

Every organizational dimension, -organizational orientation, strategic orientation, 

organizational culture, organizational capabilities and organizational form - and that 

is the focus 0 f this research affect three major outcomes: organizational performance, 

employee responses and customer satisfaction. Some of these relationships are 

moderated by organizational learning, organizational innovation and market-related 

factors. 

Overall, it can be said that when managers want to improve their organization's total 

perceived performance, they should concentrate on organizational orientation, 
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organizational innovation, organizational learning, technological turbulence and 

market growth. Market orientation appears as the dominant form of organizational 

orientation. It outperforms the other organizational orientations of production, 

product and sales orientation. Managers should concentrate on customers, 

competitors and interfunctional coordination if they want to be more market oriented. 

Managers should know that under conditions of high market orientation, high 

organizational learning and innovation and when there is high market growth and 

low technological turbulence, they can achieve higher levels of total perceived 

performance. 

When managers want to get more favorable employee responses, that is when they 

want to increase organizational commitment of their employees and achieve team 

spirit in the organization, they should focus on organizational learning, 

organizational form and market turbulence. If they try to compose network form of 

organization and stay away from hierarchical form when there is low market 

turbulence and if they try to improve organizational learning, their employees' 

responses will be more favorable. 

Finally, managers who want to increase customer satisfaction in markets where 

competitive intensity and teclmological turbulence are high should apply 

proactiveness as the main strategic orientation of the organization and should 

improve organizational learning. 
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6.2.2.1. Organizational Orientation 

Among the four organizational orientations investigated in this study, the one that 

has the highest positive impact on organizational performance, employee responses 

and customer satisfaction is market orientation. Therefore, managers should avoid 

implementing production, product and sales orientation as the prevailing form of 

organizational orientation and they should work hard to have a market oriented 

organization. Market orientation, in this sense, refers to the acquisition of 

information about the buyers and competitors in the target market and disseminating 

it throughout the business. Based on this customer and competitor information, the 

business then should show coordinated efforts with the involvement of all 

departments -not only the marketing department- to create superior value for the 

customers. 

Organizational innovation becomes more important for firms adopting product and 

market orientation. Managers should be aware of the fact that organizational 

innovation acts as an important contributor for the relationship between product and 

market orientation and performance. If managers push their organizations toward 

being the first to meet and exceed their customers' needs and expectations with 

superior new products and services, together with implementing market orientation 

with emphasis on customers, competitors and interfunctional coordination, they can 

be more successful in terms of the organization's performance results. 

Managers should also routinely and carefully analyze their environments. If 

production orientation is the leading organizational orientation, the level of 

competition and the rate of market growth should be taken into consideration. When 
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market orientation IS the preferred organizational orientation, change in the 

preferences of the customers, that is market turbulence appears as the key 

environmental factor that is needed to be taken into consideration. When firms 

operate in turbulent markets, the preferences of their customers' change rapidly. 

Meeting these preferences requires the adoption of market orientation with specific 

emphasis given to customer orientation, competitor orientation and interfunctional 

coordination. Among the dimensions of market orientation, managers should show 

special interest to competitor orientation. By taking into consideration competitors' 

strategies and by acquiring information about them in turbulent markets, managers 

can obtain higher levels of performance. 

6.2.2.2. Strategic Orientation 

Six strategic orientations are investigated in this study for their effects on 

organizational performance, employee responses and customer satisfaction. Within 

these six strategic orientation dimensions, only aggressiveness orientation is found to 

be have a negative impact on organizational performance. In Turkish setting, 

managers should be cautious with implementing an aggressiveness orientation. 

Rapidly deploying resources to improve market position in the Turkish market may 

cause negative results. Proactiveness is the strategic orientation that has the highest 

positive impact on performance. This signals that managers should always adopt the 

initiative to continuously search for new opportunities around their organization's 

sUlToundings. The other strategic orientations namely, analysis, futurity, riskiness 

and defensives when implemented correctly can also positively affect performance. 

So, organizations, depending upon their own structures, can pursue one of or a 

combination of some of these strategies. This logic is also true when managers think 
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III terms of their employees. Pursuing an aggressIveness strategy can create 

unfavorable employee responses. This strategic orientation decreases organizational 

commitment and prevents the formation of a team spirit in the organization. 

However, proactiveness, futurity and riskiness orientations all positively affect 

employee responses. They increase organizational commitment and create esprit de 

corps. When it comes to the customers, defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness and 

riskiness orientations should be selected as the prevailing strategic orientation of the 

organization if customer satisfaction is wanted to be achieved. In a broader context, 

managers in the Turkish market should follow either one of or a combination of 

proactiveness, riskiness and futurity orientations and they should stay away from 

aggressiveness orientation. 

Managers should also take organizational learning into consideration. If managers 

could adopt a learning orientation in the organization, the positive relation between 

proactiveness orientation and performance will hold more tightly. 

When market related factors are analyzed, it is seen that market turbulence, 

competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market growth moderates the 

relations between strategic orientation dimensions and performance. This means that 

managers should analyze their environments carefully and should select their 

strategic orientations by taking the environmental conditions into consideration. The 

level of competition in the market is the major environmental variable that managers 

should always take into consideration. The rate of market growth is the second major 

market related factor. When managers adopt especially defensiveness and futurity 
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orientations, they should also be careful about the level of competition and rate of 

market growth. 

6.2.2.3. Organizational Culture 

Four main organizational culture types -market, adhocracy, clan and hierarchy - are 

investigated in this study. In the Turkish market, firms having an adhocracy culture 

have positive perfonnance levels whereas finns having a hierarchy culture have 

negative performance results. Market culture, on the other hand, leads to better 

performance with respect to the stated objectives of the company. 

In the hierarchy cultures, the organizations have an internal orientation and the 

managers of these organizations emphasize rules, procedures and stability. This inner 

orientation and focus on smooth operations prevent firms from evaluating new 

market opportunities. They become inflexible to responding to changing market 

situations and customer preferences and lose competitive advantage and end up with 

unsatisfactory performance results. Even if the dominant culture of the organization 

is hierarchy type, managers should create an enviromnent where also an external 

orientation also exists. This external orientation balances the dominant internal focus 

of the hierarchy cultures and prevents firms from missing market opportunities. 

Market and adhocracy cultures have external orientation. Market cultures emphasize 

competitiveness and adhocracy cultures emphasize risk-taking and entrepreneurship. 

Success for organizations in Turkish market lies in the degree of implementing 

adhocracy or market cultures. Adhocracy cultures also affect employee responses 

favorably. Both organizational commitment and esprit de corps are increased by 

having an adhocracy culture in the organization. Hierarchy cultures with emphasis on 
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bureaucracy, order and rules decrease commitment to the organization, prevent 

formation of team spirit and thereby create unfavorable employee responses. The 

effects of adhocracy and hierarchy cultures on customer satisfaction resembles their 

effects on performance and employee responses. Organizations having hierarchy 

cultures are not externally oriented and they are inflexible to respond to their markets 

and customers, thereby they can not satisfy their customers. Organizations having 

adhocracy cultures emphasize innovation and creativity. These attributes lead to 

higher levels of customer satisfaction. 

Organizational innovation only moderates the relation between clan cultures and 

performance compared to objectives. The effect of organizational innovation on the 

relation between organizational culture types and performance is therefore limited. 

Organizational learning has a moderating effect for the relation between market 

culture and performance. Organizations where learning is an emphasized trait of the 

finn are more prone to adopt a market orientation and achieve better performance 

results. The tendency to acquire, disseminate and give meaning to the information 

about customers, competitors and markets found in learning organizations fits well 

with the market orientation because market oriented organizations also collect 

information about their customers and competitors and act on this information 

coordinatively. Managers also analyze the level of competition and the rate of market 

growth in implementing market cultures since these market related factors affect the 

relation between market culture and performance. In the Turkish setting, companies 

operating in less competitive markets and companies operating in highly growing 

markets are more prone to gathering customer and competitor information and acting 
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upon this inJormation 111 a coordinated fashion which results ill achieving their 

performance targets. 

6.2.2.4. Organizational Capabilities 

For an organization, outside-in, inside-out and spanning capabilities are all important 

since all three affect peliormance positively. So firms should advance their market 

sensing, customer linking, channel bonding capabilities as well as their capabilities in 

financial management, logistics, manufacturing together with capabilities related 

mainly with customer service, pricing, purchasing and strategy development. The 

impact of spanning capabilities on performance is contingent upon the level of 

technological turbulence and the rate of market growth. In low technologically 

turbulent environments and in high growth markets, spmming capabilities with their 

focus on customer service becomes the key point and help organizations obtain better 

performance results. The importance given to these three core set of organizational 

capabilities will also affect employees positively by increasing their commitment and 

creating esprit de corps. When organizations advance their capabilities related with 

financial management, cost control, technology development, manufacturing and 

human resources management, this excel in these core areas will have a positive 

reflection on the level of customer satisfaction. 

6.2.2.5. Organizational Form 

Similar to the findings related with organizational culture, hierarchical form also 

negatively affects performance of the organization and employee responses. On the 

other hand relational and network fOlID of organizations with durable, 10ng-telID and 

collaborative relations with multiple partners affect performance and employee 
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responses favorably. So, in the Turkish setting, if managers stay away from hierarchy 

forms and compose relational and network form of organizations, they achieve better 

performance, greater organizational commitment and esprit de corps. When 

organizations rest on long-term collaborative relations with suppliers, channel 

members and other related parties, they not only get better performance results but 

also higher customer satisfaction. Firms with high organizational innovation traits are 

more prone to adopt relational organizational forms which result in higher 

performance levels. Another interesting finding in the Turkish setting is that when 

firms have a learning orientation that is when they routinely acquire and disseminate 

information about their customers and competitors and when they at the same tine 

have a hierarchical foml preventing them from acting proactively responding to this 

information, they achieve worse performance results. Another set of contingency 

factors for the relation between hierarchical form and performance is the market 

related factors, namely competitive intensity, technological turbulence and market 

growth. When level of competition is high, technological turbulence is high and rate 

of market growth is low, having hierarchical forms leads to worse performance 

results. The relation between network form and performance is contingent upon 

level of market turbulence. When customers' preferences change slowly, having 

network type of organizational form causes an organization to achieve better 

performance. 

6.2.2.6. Organizational Innovation, Organizational Learning, and Market-

Related Factors 

The moderating effects of organizational innovation, organizational learning and 

market-related factors (market turbulence, competitive intensity, technological 
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turbulence and market growth) for the relationships between organizational 

dimensions and organizational performance are discussed so far under each related 

heading. When the impact of organizational ilmovation and organizational learning 

and market-related factors on performance is investigated solely, it is seen that these 

relationships also have important implications for managers. 

First of all, organizational innovation and organizational learning both have positive 

impact on organizational performance. Managers should be aware that when they 

create a learning orientation in the organization, they can obtain better performance 

results. Creation of a learning orientation requires information acquisition, 

information dissemination and shared interpretation. Information may be acquired 

from a wide variety of internal and external sources like from the experience of the 

employees, from common practices like networking, joint ventures, strategic 

alliances, and from trainings. Effective managers establish multiple internal and 

external sources of information about their customers, organizations and their 

environments. This acquired information should be disseminated throughout the 

organization since information becomes more valuable when it is evaluated in a 

broader context by the related parties (Slater and Narver 1995). Also, there must be a 

consensus on the meaning of the information and its implications for the business. 

Since learning organizations routinely collect, interpret, disseminate and use 

information about the products, markets, and customers, they can behave more 

proactively and flexibly upon the changing circumstances and this orientation 

presents them better performance results. 
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Organizational innovation also affects performance positively. Managers by using 

their resources and capabilities effectively, can respond to their customers' changing 

preferences with new products, services and offerings and with new technologies. By 

meeting customer needs and exceeding their expectations with value-added new 

services and products, these organizations achieve better performance results. 

Among the market-related factors, only market growth affect performance solely. So, 

when managers of the finns in growing markets apply the appropriate strategies, they 

can advance their performance levels. 

6.2.2. Implications for Researchers 

The scales for market orientation as developed by Narver and Slater (1990), for 

strategic orientation developed by Venkatraman (1989), for organizational culture 

types as developed by and used by Quinn (1988), Cameron and Freeman (1991), 

Deshpande,Farley and Webster (1993), for organizational capability as developed by 

the author with the inputs from Day (1994), for organizational innovation as 

developed by Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993), for organizational learning as 

developed by the author with the inputs from Slater and Narver (1995), for market 

turbulence, competitive intensity and technological turbulence as developed by 

Jaworski and Kohli, for organizational commitment and esprit de corps as developed 

by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) are found to be reliable as proven by the Cronbach's 

alpha values in the Turkish market. Performance is assessed multidimensionally 

namely by comparative perfonnance, perfornlance compared to objectives, and 

overall performance. All of these performance scales are proved to be reliable with 

their Cronbach's alpha values. 
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There are several areas in need for further research. First of all, performance is 

assessed with subjective measures. Further research should assess performance with 

more objective measures like profitability, sales volume, sales growth and market 

share and compare the results obtained from objective measures with the results 

obtained from subjective measures. Although the questionnaire included questions 

about objective levels of performance, for the purposes of this study and for the 

privacy concerns of the repondents, no descriptive findings related with objective 

measures of performance are repOlied and no analyses regarding objective measures 

of performance are conducted. 

Second, this study is a cross-sectional one conducted at one specific period of time. 

However, most of the variables that are the focus of this study requires a longitudinal 

perspective. Organizational orientation, strategic orientation, organizational culture, 

organizational capabilities, organizational form, organizational learning and 

organizational innovation are all processes rather than being one time activities. 

Therefore assessing their long-term impact on performance, employee responses and 

customer satisfaction can give important highlights. Future research should conduct 

the same study with a longitudinal des gin in order to capture the long term effects of 

all of these variables. 

Third, in order to strengthen the findings of this study, strategic orientation can be 

assessed with different scale. Miles and Snow's (1978) scale for strategic orientation 

can be utilized as an alternative. The findings obtained from the usage of this scale 



550 

should be compared with the findings of this study in order to assess the strength of 

the relationships in the Turkish setting. 

Fourth, all of the relations analyzed in this study reflects the point of view of 

managers. That is, organizational performance, customer satisfaction, level of market 

orientation, type of strategic orientation, type of organizational culture and 

organizational form are all assessed as perceived by the managers. Since the 

perception of customers is more important than the perceptions of managers, these 

variables can also be analyzed by the inputs of customers. Seeing the similarities 

andlor differences between the managers and customers perceptions can present 

important implications for the organizations. 

Finally, in order to generalize the findings of this study, fmiher research can conduct 

cross-cultural and cross-country studies. 

6.3. Suggestions for Future Research 

Given the objectives of this study, the relations between each of the organizational 

dimensions of organizational orientation, strategic orientation, organizational culture, 

organizational capabilities, organizational form and the consequences created by 

these dimensions, that is organizational performance, employee responses, customer 

responses are investigated. Another set of analyses incorporated the relationship 

between organizational innovation, organizational learning, market turbulence, 

competitive intensity, technological turbulence, market growth and organizational 

performance. Still another set of analyses dealed whether relationships between 

organizational dimensions (organizational orientation, strategic orientation, 
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organizational culture, organizational capabilities and organizational form) and 

organizational performance are moderated by organizational innovation and 

organizational learning. The final set of analyses investigated whether the 

relationships between organizational dimensions (organizational orientation, strategic 

orientation, organizational culture, organizational capabilities and organizational 

form) and organizational performance are moderated by market related factors, 

namely by market turbulence, competitive intensity, teclmological turbulence and 

market growth. 

The conceptual model presented in this research encompasses more than the above 

mentioned relationships. It is in the scope of future research to detect all of these 

relationships. First of all, the relationships among the independent variables of the 

study need to be investigated. Secondly, the relationships between the dependent 

variables of the study could be detected. Thirdly, the moderating effects of 

organizational learning, organizational knowledge and market related factors on the 

relations between organizational dimensions and employee and customer responses 

need to be assessed. Finally, the impact of moderating variables on the independent 

variables can be measured by future research. 

The differences with respect to the independent, dependent and moderating variables 

between firms operating in different sectors, industries, or between firms of different 

sizes need to be captured by future research. Also some of the relationships like the 

relation between market orientation and customer satisfaction can be analyzed 

according to the sectors in order to find out which sectors witness more stronger 

relationships between the variables. Future research can assess the differences 
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regarding the independent variables and their effect on three of the dependent 

variables (organizational performance, employee responses and customer 

satisfaction) simultaneously by conducting multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA). 

Some qualitative research in the form in-depth interviews with the managers about 

the main constructs of the study, namely organizational orientation, strategic 

orientation, organizational culture, organizational capabilities, organizational form, 

organizational learning, organizational innovation, market related factors, 

organizational performance, employee responses and customer responses will be 

beneficiary for future research. 

Organizational orientation, strategic orientation, organizational culture, 

organizational capabilities, organizational form, organizational learning, 

organizational innovation, market related factors, organizational performance, 

employee responses and customer responses is assessed by the perceptions of the 

managers. It will be in the interest of future research to study these constructs from 

the point of view of the supply chain. 

Conducting the same study with a longitudinal design in order to understand 'the 

long-term impact of the constructs is another designated area for future research. 

Finally, assessing performance with objective measures and comparing the results 

obtained from the study where performance is assessed by objective measures with 

the study where perforn1ance is assessed by subjective measures will be useful for 

future research. 
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6.4. Concluding Remark 

This study contributes to the literature in terms of its methodology, new moderating 

variables and the validation of the scales. The findings of this study that parallel the 

literature are the following: the positive relationships between market orientation and 

performance, employee responses, customer satisfaction, the positive relationship 

between organizational innovation and performance, the positive relationship 

between organizational learning and performance, the moderating effect of 

organizational innovation on the relationship between organizational orientation 

dimensions and performance, positive relations between analysis, defensiveness, 

futurity, proactiveness and riskiness strategic orientations and performance, the 

positive relationship between adhocracy culture and performance, the negative 

relationship between hierarchy culture and performance, the relations between 

organizational culture types and employee responses, the tendency of innovative 

firms to adopt adhocracy cultures, the absence of moderating effects of market and 

technological turbulence on the relationship between organizational culture types and 

performance, the relationships between organizational capabilities and performance, 

the negative relations between hierarchical form and performance, the positive 

relations between relational form and network form and performance together with 

employee responses. 

The findings of this study that is unparallel to the existing literature are the 

following: The absence of the moderating effect of organizational learning on the 

relationship between organizational orientation and performance, the existence of 

moderating effects of market-related factors on the relationship between 

organizational orientation and performance (contrary to the findings of Kohli and 
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Jaworski (1993)), the absence of moderating effects of organizational ilmovation on 

the relationship between strategic orientation and performance, the existence of 

moderating effects of market related factors on the relationship between strategic 

orientation and performance (contrary to the findings of Kohli and Jaworski (1993)), 

the limited positive relation between market culture and performance with respect to 

objectives, the existence of the moderating effects of competitive intensity and 

market gwwth on the relationship between organizational culture types and 

performance (contrary to the findings of Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993)), the 

absence of a relationship between outside-in and spanning capabilities and customer 

satisfaction, the absence of the moderating effects of organizational learning on the 

relationship between organizational capabilities and performance, the absence of the 

moderating effects of market turbulence and competitive intensity on the relations 

between outside-in capabilities and performance, the absence of a relation between 

relational form and network form and customer satisfaction. 

As a concluding remark, conceptualization of marketing in an organizational setting 

is open to new research areas the results of which provide important highlights for 

organizations, managers, and for researchers. 
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APPENDICES 

QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH 

This questionnaire is a part of the Ph.D Thesis conducted at Bogazici University. The aim of the 
questionnaiJ'e is to formulate an integrated frameworl< for marketing in an organizational setting for 
Turkey. Strategic business unit is the main focus of this study. The author thanks for your valuable 
contribution and cooperation. 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding your 
strategic business unit. 

I.We believe that consumers will prefer products/services that are widely available and inexpensive. Our managers concentrate 
on achieving high production efliciency, low costs, and mass distribution. Our managers assume that consumers are primarily 
interested in product/service availability and low prices. 

o Strongly Disagree 0 Disagree 0 Neither Disagree Nor Agree 0 Agree DStrongly Agree 

2. We believe that consumers will favor products/services that offer the most quality, performance and innovative features. Our 
managers focus on designing, deVeloping and engineering the functionally best possible product or delivering superior services 
and improving them over time. Our managers assume that buyers admire well-made products or well-delivered services and can 
appraise quality and performance. Customers are seen solely as a means to sell, deliver, and service the product or service. 
Supply chain is designed and managed to obtain and use the functionally best raw materials and supplies. Our business unit 
gives little importance to customer inputs and/or competitors' offerings when desi~ning the products or services. Instead, we are 
mainly driven by the inputs of the manufacturing/operations departments. 

o Strongly Disagree 0 Disagree 0 Neither Disagree Nor Agree 0 Agree DStrongly Agree 

3. We believe that consumers and businesses, if leti alone, will ordinarily not buy enough of the business unit's products and 
services. The business unit must, therefore, undertake an aggressive selling and promotion effort. We assume that consumers 
typically show buying inertia or resistance and must be coaxed into buying. We intend to sell what we make rather than make 
what the market wants. 

o Strongly Disagree 0 Disagree 0 Neither Disagree Nor Agree 0 Agree DStrongly Agree 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding your 
strategic business unit. 

4. Business objectives are driven by cllstomer needs. 

5. We monitor/assess commitment in serving 
customer needs. 

6. Competitive advantage is based on understanding 
customer needs. 

7. Strategies arc driven by goal of increasing 
customer value. 

8. We frequently measure customer satisfaction. 

9. We pay close attention to after sales service. 

10. We share information about competitors. 

II. We response rapidly to competitor actions. 

12. Management regularly discusses competitor 
strengths/weaknesses. 

13. We target customers for competitive advantage 
opportunities. 

14. We share information across departments. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Disagree 
Nor Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 



15. There is sharing of customer 
information among lunctions. 

16. We understand how employces can create 
customer val ue. 

17. There is functional integration in strategy. 

18. We share resources among business units. 

19. We often sacrifice profitability to 
gain market share. 

20. We often cut prices to increase market sharc. 

21. We often set prices below competition. 

22. We often seek market share position at the 
expense of cash flow and protitability. 

23. We emphasize effective coordination among 
different functional areas. 

24. Our information systems provide support 
for decision making. 

25. When confronted with a major decision, 
we usually try to develop through analysis. 

26. We use several planning techniques. 

27. We use the outputs of management information 
and control systems. 

28. We commonly use manpower planning and 
pertormance appraisal of scnior managers. 

29. We occasionally conduct significant modifications 
to manufacturing technology. 

30. We often use cost control systems Itlr 
monitoring performance. 

31. We often use production management techniques. 

32. We often emphasize product quality through 
the use of quality circles. 

33. We emphasize basic research to provide us 
with future competitive edge. 

34. Forecasting key indicators of operations is 
common. 

35. Formal tracking of signiticant general 
trends is coml11on. 

36. We often conduct 'what if analyses 
of critical issues. 

37. We are constantly seeking new opportunities 
related to present operations. 

38. We are usually the first ones to introduce new 
brands or products/services on the market. 

39. We are constantly on the look for 
businesses that can be acquired. 

40. Operations in later stages of the life cycle 
are strategically eliminated. 

625 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Disagree 
Nor Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 



4\. We seem to adopt a rather conservative 
view when making major decisions. 

42. New projects are approved on a 'stage by 
stage' basis rather than with blanket approval. 

43. We have a tendency to support projects 
where the expected returns are certain. 

44. Our operations have generally followed 
the 'tried and true' paths. 

626 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Disagree 
Nor Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Please distribute 100 points among the choices for each of the questions presented below. 

45. --:----::--:
points for A 

points for C 

46. ----::---::---: 
points for A 

points for C 

47. 
points for A 

points for C 

48. 
points for A 

points for C 

(A) My business unit is a very 
personal place. It is like an 
extended family. People seem 
to share a lot of themselves. 

(C) My business unit is a very 
formalized :1I1d structural place. 
Established procedures generally 
govern what people do. 

(A) The head of my organization 
is generally considered to be a 
mentor, sage, or a fathcr or 
mothcr figure. 

(C) The head of my organization 
is generally considered to be a 
coordinator, an organizer, or 
an admiuistrator. 

(A) The glue that holds my 
business unit together is loyalty 
and tradition. Commitment to 
this firm runs high. 

(C) The glue that holds my 
business unit together is formal 
rules aud policies. Maintaining 
a smooth-running institution is 
important here. 

(A) My business unit emphasizes 
human resources. High cohesion 
and morale in the firm are 
important. 

(C) My business unit emphasizes 
permanence and stability. 
Efficient, smooth operations 
are important. 

points for 8 

points for 0 

points for 8 

points for 0 

points for 8 

points for 0 

points tor 8 

points tor 0 

(8) My business unit is a very 
dyuamic and entrepreneurial 
place. People are willing to 
stick their necks out and take 
risks. 

(D) My business unit is very 
production oriented. A ml\ior 
concern is getting the job done, 
without much personal 
involvement. 

(8) The head of my organization 
is generally considered to be an 
eutrepreneur, an innovator, 
or a risl{ taker. 

D) The head of my organization' 
is generally considered to be a 
producer, a technician, or a 
hard-driver. 

(8) The glue that holds my 
business unit together is a 
commitment to innovation 
and development. There is 
an emphasis on being first.. 

(D) The glue that holds my 
business unit together is the 
emphasis on tasks and goal 
accomplishment. A 
production orientation is 
commonly shared. 

(8) My business unit emphasizes 
growth and acquiring new 
resources. Readiness to meet new 
challenges is important. 

(D) My business unit emphasizes 
competitive actions and 
achievement. Measurable goals 
important. 

are 



627 
Please indicate how important the following capabilities are for your strategic business unit. 

49. The capability of learning about 
customers, competitors, and channel 
members in order to continuously sense 
and act on events and trends in present 
and prospective markets. 

50. The capability of creating and 
managing close and long-lasting 
customer relationships. 

51. The capability of creating and managing 
close, collaborative relationships with 
channel members based on a high level 
of coordination, participation in joint 
programs and close communication links. 

Not Important 
At All 

52. The capability of detecting technological 
changes in the environment and taking the 
necessary actions to cope with these changes. ___ _ 

53. Financial Management Capability 

54. Cost Control Capability 

55. Technology Development Capability 

56. Logistics Capability 

57. Manufacturing or Operational Capability ___ _ 

58. Human Resources Management 
Capability 

59. The Capability for Preserving 
and Improving Environment Health 
and Safety 

60. Customer Order Fulfillment Capability 

61. Pricing Capability 

62. Purchasing Capability 

63. Customer Service Delivery Capability 

64. New Product/Service 
Development Capability 

65. Strategy Development Capability 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Neither Unimportant Somewhat 
Nor Important Important 

Very 
Important 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

66. Our organizational chart has a pyramid shape with increasingly fewer and more highly paid people from the bottom to the 
top. There are clear distinctions between line and staff responsibilities in our business unit which is also characterized by 
functional specialization. 

o Strongly Disagree [] Disagree [, Neither Disagree Nor Agree rJ Agree o Strongly Agree 

67. There is a set of independent, discrete contracts with external suppliers and disconnected arrangements with internal units 
for supply chain management process. 

rJ Strongly Disagree L I Disagree : Neither Disagree Nor Agree i : Agree [I Strongly Agree 

68. Our business unit gives very much importance to developing, fostering and leveraging relationships with individuals and 
sets of customers and there is a set of ongoing, tightly bonded relationships internal and external to the business unit in terms of 
product/service. 

o Strongly Disagree [1 Disagree i ' Neither Disagree Nor Agree Ii Agree lJ Strongly Agree 
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69. Our business unit develops and manages a network of relationships with entities like rivals, channels, end-users and market 
professionals to identify, reach, and satisfy customers. It also leads and participates in multiple networks to spawn, nurture and 
integrate the development of products/services that otherwise would be impossible. 

[I Strongly Disagree [: Disagree ] Neither Disagree Nor Agree 11 Agree [J Strongly Agree 

Please indicate how often your strategic business unit engages in the following. 

Never Occasionally Sometimes 

70. First to market new products and services 

71. Later entrant in established but still growing markets. 

72. Entrant in mature, stable markets. 

73. At the cutting edge of technological innovation 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

74. Our strategic business unit does not give emphasis 
to acquiring information from internally-focused 
experience. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

75. Our strategic business unit gives emphasis to acquiring 
information from externally-focused experience by using 
small-scale market experiments, large-scale demonstration 
projects, etc. 

76. Our strategic business unit gives emphasis to acquiring 
information from the experience of others through common 
practices like benchmarking, ionningjoint ventures, 
networking, making strategic alliances, working with 
lead customers, etc. 

77. Our strategic business unit provides opportunities for 
individual development other than 101"lnal training like 
work assignments and job rotation. 

78. Our strategic business unit does not encourage its members 
to attend formal developmental activities like training, 
professional seminars, symposia. 

79. Important knowledge in our strategic business unit is. . 
recorded in information systems, operating procedures, miSSion 
statements, strategic business unital stories ctc. so that people 
can have access to this strategic business unital memory. ___ _ 

80. In our strategic business unit, information is accessible in 
a broader context by all strategic business unital players who 
might use or be affected by it. 

81. OUf strategic business unit does not put emphasis on 
multifunctional activities and discussions. 

Disagree Neither Disagree Agree 
Nor Agree 

Often Always 

Strongly 
Agree 



82. Our strategic business unit puts emphasis 
on information exchange among departments. 

83. Our strategic business unit puts emphasis on the 
removal offunctional barriers that impede the 
flow of information among dcpartmcnts. 
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Strongly 
Disagree 

84. Our strategic business unit continually attempts to reach 
a consensus on the meaning of information and its implications 
for business. 

85. In our strategic business unit. the ramifications of 
alternative action plans are carefully considered 
through effective contlict resolution processes. 

86. In our strategic business unit, con1lict resolution is 
enhanced by the developmcnt of group norms that 
encourage open sharing of information. 

87. In our strategic busincss unit, con11ict resolution is 
not enhanced by the development of group 
norms that remove constraints on information 
and communication 110ws. 

88. In our kind of business. customers' 
product/service preferences chunge quite 
a bit over time. 

89. Our customers tend to look for new 
products/services all the timc. 

90. We are witnessing demand for our 
products and services from customers who 
never bought them before. 

91. New customers tend to havc product/service 
related needs that are different from those of 
our existing cllstomers. 

92. We cater to many of the same customers 
that we used to in the past. 

93. Competition in our industry is cutthroat. 

94. There are many promotion wars in our industry. 

95. Anything that one competitor can offer, 
others can match readily. 

96. Price competition is a hallmark of our industry. 

97~ One hears of a new competitive move almost 
every day. 

98. Our competitors are relatively weak. 

99. The technology in our industry is changing rapidly. ___ _ 

100. Technological changes provide big opportullities 
in our industry. 

101. A large Ilumber of new product/service ideas 
have been made possible through technological 
breakthroughs in our industry. 

102. Technological developments in our industry 
are rather minor. 

Disagree Neither Disagree Agree 
Nor Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 
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103. Please indicate how did the market your strategic business unit operatcs in evolved in terms of revenue during last year? 

Rapidly Declining Declining Neither Declining Nor Growing Growing Rapidly Growing 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

104. Employees feel as though their future is intimately 
linked to that of this strategic business unit. 

lOS. Employees would be happy to make 
personal sacritices if it were important for the 
business unit's well-being. 

106. The bonds between this strategic business unit and 
its employees are weak. 

107. [n general, employees are proud to work 
for this business unit. 

108. Employees often go above and beyond the 
call of duty to ensure this business unit's well-being. 

109. Our people have little or no commitment to 
this business unit. 

110. [t is clear that employees are fond of this business 
unit. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

III. People in this business unit are genuinely concerned 
about the needs and problems of each other. 

112. A team spirit pervades all ranks in this 
business unit. 

113. Working for this business unit is like being 
a part ofa big family. 

[ 14. People in this business unit feel 
emotionally attached to each other. 

115. This business unit lacks an esprit de corps. 

116. People in this business unit view themselves 
as independent individuals who have to tolerate 
others around them. 

Disagree Neither Disagree Agree 
Nor Agree 

Please indicate what you think about the satisfaction level of your customers. 

117. How satisfied are your customers with the products/services of your business unit? 

Completely 
Dissatisfied 

Completely 
Satisfied 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1_1_1 __ 1_1_1_1_1_1_1--' 

118. How satisfied are your customers with your business unit in general? 

Completely 
Dissatisfied 

Completely 
Satisfied 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1_1_1_1_1_1_1--'_1--'_1 

Strongly 
Agree 
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Please indicate the overall performance of your business unit: 

Poor Bad Neither Bad 
Nor Good 

Good Excellent 

119. Overall performance of the business unit last year is: 

120. Overall performance relative to major competitors last year is: 

Please indicate the specific comparative performance of your business unit: 

121. When compared with the major 
competitors over the past year, our business 
unit's market share 

122. When compared with the major 
competitors over the past year, our business 
un it' s market share growth 

123. When compared with the m~jor 
competitors over the past year, our 
business unit's sales growth in % 

124. When compared with the m~or 
competitors over the past year. number of 
successful products/services introduced 
by our business unit 

Much worse 
than competition 

125. When compared with the major 
competitors over the past year, pe~centage of 
sales generated by new product/services 
in our business unit 

126. When compared with the l11~or 
competitors over the past year, our business 
unit's profitability 

127. When compared with the major 
competitors over the past year, our business 
unit's total sales revenue in TL 

128. When compared with the major 
competitors over the past year, our business 
unit's sales volume in units 

Worse than 
competition 

Same as 
competition 

Better than 
competition 

Much better 
than competition 

Please indicate how your strategic business unit is performing relative to your strategic business 
unit's stated objectives about the below criteria: 

129. Customer satisfaction 

130. Customer retention 

131. Product/service quality 

Poor Bad Neither Bad 
Nor Good 

Please answer the following questions regarding your business unit. 

132. What was the total sales revenue of your business unit last year? (TL) 

Good 

133. What was sales revenue (TL) growth of your business unit compared to year before? (%) 

134. What was the total profit of your business unit last year? (TL) 

135. What was the profit growth of your business unit compared to previous year? (%) 

136. What was the market share of your business unit in its principal served market last year? (%) 

Excellent 

137. What was the market slwre growth ofYOllr business unit in its principal served market last year? (%) 

138. What was the total sales volume of your business unit in its principal served market last year? (units) 

139. What was the unit sales growth of your t,u,incss unit last year? (%) 
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140. What was the Ilumber of successful new products/services introduced by your business unit last year? 

141. What was the percentage of sales generated by your new products/services last year? (%) -------

Please answer the following questions regarding your business unit. 

142. Which sector does this business unit operate? 

a. Manufacturing 

b. Service 

c. Other. Please specify: _____ _ 

143. Which market does this business unit serve mostly? 

a. Consumer market 

b. Industrial market 

c. Service market 

d. Other. Please specify: _____ _ 

144.What is the operation area of this business unit? 

a. Food & Drinks 

b. Household Goods 

c. Financial Services 

d. Health 

d. Other. Please specify: 

145. Please specify the products/brands of this business unit? 

146. Please indicate the number of full-time employees working in this company? 

a. <100 

b. 100-250 

c. 251-500 

d. 501-750 

c. >750 

147. Please indicate the number of full-time employees working in this business unit: _____ _ 

148. What is your title in this business unit: __________________ _ 

149. How is your distribution of capital in this business unit? Please indicate the percentage oflocal and foreign capital: 

a. Local: _____ % b. Foreign: _____ % 

ISO. Which methods does your strategic business unit lISC for collecting information about your customers? (Please mark all 

that are applicable) 

a. Market research (in-house and research finns) 

b. Call center 

c. Database marketing 

d. CRM application packages 

e. Sales force interpersonal relationships 

e. Other. Please specify: _____ _ 
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QUESTIONNAIRE IN TURKISH 

Bu anket Bogazi-;i Universitesinde yapIlmakta olan dol,tora tezinin bir par-;asldlr. Anketin amaCI 
Turkiye'de kurumsal ortamlarda pazarlamamn bfitiinsel -;er-;evesini olu~turabilmektir. A~agldaki 
tum sorular yonetim birimi ile ilgilidir. Bu ankete gosterdiginiz ilgi ve degerli katktlanmz i-;in -;ok 
te~ekkur ederim. 

Liitfell stratejik yonetim biriminiz ile i1giJi a~agldaki ifadelere katthp kattlmadlgmlzl belirtiniz. 
KatJllp kattlmama derecenizi en iyi gosteren Iwtucugu/-;izgiyi i~aretlcyiniz. 

I. TOketicilerin her yerde bulunabilen ve pahali olmayan llrlin/hizmetleri tercih ettiklerine inalllYoruz. Yoneticilcrimiz yaygm 

dagltlm, dU~Uk maliyet ve yliksek Uretim verimliligi elele etmeye konsantre olmu~lardlr. Yoneticilerimiz tUketicilerin oncelikle 

OrUn/hizmet bulunurluguna ve dll~llk fiyatlara Onem verdikicrine inal1lrlar. 

o Kesilllikie KatlliTIlyorum II Katlh11lyorum ,: Ne Katlhyorum Ne Katllmlyorum II Katlhyorum [J Kesinlikle Katlliyorum 

2. Tllketicilerill en iyi kalite, pcrforll1ans ve ycnilik9i ozellikleri sllnan llron/hizmetieri tercih ettiklerine inalllYoruz. 

YOneticilerimiz fOllksiyonel olarak en iyi llrUnll tasarlall1aya ya da Ostun hizmet sunll1aya ve zall1anla bunlan geli~tinneye 

odaklaIll11l~tlr. Y()ncticilerimiz tokcticilerin iyi tasarlalll11l~ lIrlln vc hizllIctieri, kalite vc perform ansI takdir edeceklerine inalllr. 

TOketiciler UrOn ve hizmetlerin satllmasmda ya da sunulmasmda bir ara9 olarak g(irUIOrier. Tedarik9i zinciri fonksiyonel olarak 

en iyi ham madde ve yedek par9alan elde edcbilmek i«ill olll~turulmu~tur. Yonetim birill1imiz UrUn ve hizmetleri tasarlarken 

tUketicilerin isteklerille ya da rakiplerill sundllgu OrUn ve hizllletiere «ok az Onem verir. Aksine, yOnetim birimimiz gellelde 

Oretim / operasyon bOlumlerinin bildirimlerine gOre hareket eder. 

o Kesilllikie Katllmlyofllm [! Katlh11lyoTlun :1 Ne Katillyorulll Ne Katllllllyorulll 11 Katlliyofllm 0 Kesinlikle Katlllyorum 

3. Tllketicilerin ve kurumlann eger yallllz blrakllirlarsa yeteri kadar Urlin ve hizmet almayacaklanna inalllYoruz. Bu yuzden 

yOnetim birimleri agresif satl~ vc pwmosyon yOntemieri izlcmck zorundadlrlar. TUketicilerin tipik olarak satm almaya kar~1 bir 

rcsistans' gostereceklerine ve bu yUzdell de satm ahnaya zorlanmalarmm gerektigine illamyoruz. Piyasanm istedigini yapmaktan 

90k yaptlklanmlzl satmaYI ama9hyoruz. 

[J Kesilllikie Katllmlyorum L I Katlh11lyorum ! I Ne Katillyorllln Nc Katlh11lyorum 1 I Katlhyorum 11 Kesinlikle Katillyorum 

Lutfen stratejik yonetim biriminiz ile i1gili a~agldaki ifadelere katlhp ImtIlmadlgmlzl belirtiniz. 

KatIhp kattlmama derecenizi en iyi gosteren Imtucugu/-;izgiyi i~aretleyiniz. 

4. i~ ama91anmlza lUketici ihtiya«lan 
yiill verir. 

5. Tllketici ihtiyavlanna cevap venne 
taahhotllmllz vardlr. 

6. Rekabet UslUnlOgU mll~teri ihtiya~larnll anlamaya 
baghdlr. 

7. Stratcjiler mu~teriye sunulall degerin 
mtmlmasl amacma yOneliktir. 

8. Slk Sik mll~teri memnuniyetini iil9criz. 

9. Sall~ somas I hizmete 90k On em veririz. 

10. Rakipler hakkmda bilgileri payla~mz. 

II. Rakiplcrin akisyonlanna l1lzla cevap veririz. 

12. YOnetim dUzcnli olarak rakiplerin 
gll«JUlzaYlf yOlllerini g()zden ge9irir. 

Kesinlikle Katlhmyorum Ne Katlhyorum Katlliyofllm Kesinlikle 
Katlln1lyorum Ne Katllmlyorum Katillyorum 



13. Rekabet OstilnlOgli flrsatJun i9in 
1110~teri hedefleriz. 

14. Departlllaniar araslllda bilgi payla~lllll 
vardlr. 

15. MO~teri bilgileri fonksiyonlar araslllda 
payla~lhr. 

16. <;:ah~anlann 1110~teriye nasll degcr 
yaratabildiklerinc bakanz. 

17. Stratejide fonksiyonel bOtilnlOk 
l11evcuttur. 

18. YOnetil11 biril11leri araslllda kaYllak 
payla~lIl11 vard,,·. 

19. Genelde pazar payl elde etlllek i<;in 
karhhgl feda ederiz. 

20. Genelde pazar paylllllzi artmnak 
i9in fiyat dO~OrOrllz. 

21. Gcnelde rekabctin altmda fiyat 
bel irleriz. 
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Kesinliklc Katlhlllyorum 
Katllnllyorllll1 

22. Genelde nakit akl~l ve karhhktan vazgeycrek puzar 
paYll1da iyi bir yer e1de etmcye yah~lrIz. 

23. Farkh fonksiyone1 hOlill1ller araslI1da 
etkin koordinasyonu vurglilanz. 

24. Bilgi sistelllierillliz karar verl1lek iyin 
destek saglar. 

25. Onel1lli bir kararla kar~1 kar~lya kahndlglllda 
genelde bu karan analizler sonllcunda olll~turl1laya 
yah~IrIz. 

26. <;:e~itli planlalllu teknikleri klillanmz . 

27. YOnetil1l bilgi VI: kontrol sistelllierinin 
ylktIlanl1l kullanlflz. 

28. YOneticilerin i~gllcll planlal1lalan ve 
perforl11ans degerlelldirmeleri yaplhr. 

29. Oretil11 teknolojisinde bazen belirgin 
degi~iklikler yapanz. 

30. Perforl1lansl izlcl1lek i<;in slk slk 
l11aliyet kontrol sistemleri kullanlflz. 

31. Sik slk lIretil1l yonetimi teknikleri 
kullal1lnz. 

32. Kaliteye verdigimiz an em ~irketteki 
kalite gruplanndan anla~llabilir. 

33. Rekabet OstiinliigO saglamak i<;ill 
ara~tmllalann gerekliligini vurgllianz. 

34. Slireyierin ana gostergelerini tahmin 
etmek yaygll1 olarak kullal1lhr. 

35. Belirgin genel trendlerin formal olarak 
izlenmesi yaygm bir yOntcmdir. 

36. Sik slk Onemli konlliar hakkmda 
'eger .... olursa ne olur' analizlerini ger<;ekle~!iririz. 

Nc KatIhyorum Katlhyorum Kesinlikle 
Ne Katllnuyorum KatIhyorum 
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~esinlikle Katllr11Iyorlim Ne Katlhyorum Katlhyorum Kesinlikle 
Katllrlllyorlllll Ne Katllnllyorum Katlhyorulll 

37. Duzenli olarak Illevcut silre<;lcrlc ilgili 
yeni flrsatlar aranz. 

38. Piyasaya yeni Uriln/hizlllet slInmada 
genclde birinciyiz. 

39. Dilzenli olarak ycni i~ alanlannlll 
ahnmasl araYI~lI1daYlz. 

40. Ya~am dOnguslinUn i1eriki bOIUmlerindeki 
operasyonlar stratejik olarak elimine edilmi~tir. 

41. Onemli kararlar ahrken konserva!if bir 
bakl~ ayll11lZ vardlr. 

42. Yeni projeler Wmden onaylanmaktansa 
bolUm bolUm onaylal1lr. 

43. Beklenen geri d(inii~lerin kesin oldllg;lI 
projelcri desteklemc eg;ilimillliz vardlr. 

44. Operasyonlarll111z genelde denenmi~ ve 
dog;rulaI1l11I~ metodlan izler. 

Liitfen a~agldald her soru j~jn 100 puam se~enekler arasmda dagItmlz. 

45. 

A iyin pllanlar 

C iyin pllanlar 

46. 

A iyin pllanlar 

C iyin pllanlar 

47. 

A i"in puanlar 

C iyin puanlar 

48. 

A iyin pllanlar 

C ic;:in puanlar 

(A) YOnetim birimimiz oldukya 
ki~isel bir ortamdan olu~maktadlr. 
Gcni~letilmi~ bir aile ortanll vardlr. 
insanlar kcndilcri ilc ilgili yok ~ey 
payla~lrlar. 

(C) YOnetim birimimiz oldukya 
formal ve yapisal bir ortamdlr. 
Yerle~mi~ prosedUrler gcneldc 
ki~ilerin ne yapacaklanl1l belirler. 

(A) Ost dUzey yOneticilerimiz genelde 
mentor gibi davranan bilge ki~ilerdir. 
Baba ya da annc figiirii gibi 
hareket ederJer. 

(C) Os! dilzey yOncticilerimiz genelde 
koordinator, organizatOr ya da 
idarcci ki~ilcrdir. 

(A) Sadakat ve gelcnck 
yOnctill1 birimil11izi birarada 
tutan cn Oncmli unsurlardtr. 
Kuruma bag;hhk <;ok (\ncmlidir. 

(C) Formal kurallar ve politikalar 
yOnetim birimimizi birarada 
tutan en Onel11li llnsllriarclir. 
DilzenJi i~leycn bir kurllm yaplsllli 
korumak Oncmlidir. 

(A) YOnetil11 birimimiz insan 
kaynaklanna Onem verir. 
YOksek bag;hhk ve moral 
Onemlidir. 

(C) Yllnetim birimimiz soreklilik 
ve dengeyi vurgular. Etkin ve 
dilzgOn i~leyen sOreyler 
Oncmlidir. 

(B) YOnetim birimimiz oldukya 
dinamik ve giri~imci bir ortamdan 

B iyin puanlar olu~maktadlr. <;:ah~anlar kafalanl1l 
Ilzatlp risk almak istcyen ki~ilerdir. 

(D) YOnetim birill1ill1iz Oretill1e 
yOne1ik bir ortamdlr. En Onell1li 

o iyin puanlar konll ki~isellig;i yok vurgulall1adan 
i~i bitirmektir. 

(B)Ost dOzey yOneticilerill1iz genclde 
giri~imci, yenilik<;i ya da risk 

B ic,:in Jluanlar alan ki~ilerdir. 

o iyin pllanlar 

(D) Ost dOzey yOneticilerimiz genelde 
ilrctici ve teknik ki~ilcrdir. 

(B) Yeni1ig;e ve geli~ill1e olan 
bag;hhk yOnetil11 birimil11izi birarada 

B iyin pllanlar tutan en Onell1li Ill1surdur. Birinci 
oll11aya Onel11 verilir. 

(D) GOrev ve hedetlerin b~anll11asll1a 
verilcn Oncl11 yOnetill1 birimimizi 

o iyin pllanlar birarada tutan en Onemli unsurlardtr. 
Oretill1e veri len Onell1 payla~tlan 
Onemli bir deg;erdir. 

(B) YOnetil11 birimill1iz boyOmeyi 
vc yen i kaynaklar clde etll1eyi 

B iyin puanlar vurglllar. Yenilikleri kar~llamaya 
ham olmak Onel11lidir. 

(D) Y onetim biril11irniz rekabetc;:i 
aksiyonlan ve elde edilmi~ ba~anlan 

o iyin puanlar vurgular. Ol<;illebilen hedetler Oncmlidir. 
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Liitfen yonctim biriminiz iI;in a~agldaki yetencklerin oncm derecesini belirtiniz. 
Hi<; Onemli Onemli Ne Oncl11li <;ok 

. . . . Ocgil Oegil Nc Oncl11siz 
49. Mevcut ve yel1l pazarlardakl olay ve trendlen 11Issctmck ve Oncl11li Onclllii 

bun~ gore davranl11ak iyin 1ll0~teriler, rakipler ve tcdarik9iler hakklllda 
bllgl toplal11a yetencgi 

50. Uzun sOreli yaklll 11111$teri ili~kileri 
kurma ve yonetmc yetenegi 

51. Tedarikyiler ile koordinasyon, ortak program lara katlll11a 
ve sllrekli ileti~imde bulunmaya dayanan yaklll vc i~birlikyi 
ili~kiler kurllla ve y(1netl11e yetenegi 

52. <;evredeki teknolojik degi~iklikleri izleme ve bunlara gore 
gerekli aksiyonlan alma yetcnegi 

53. Finansal Yoneti1l1 Yetenegi 

54. Maliyet Kontrol Yetcnegi 

55. Teknoloji Geli~tirllle Yctcnegi 

56. Lojistik Yetenegi 

57. Orctim ya da Operasyoncl Yctenck 

58. insan Kaynaklan Yonctillli Yctencgi 

59. <;evre Saghgl ve Gllvenligini 
Koruma ve Geli~tirllle Yetenegi 

60. MlI~teri istcklerini Verine Getirmc Yetenegi 

61. Fiyatlama Yetcncgi 

62. Satll1 Alma Yetenegi 

63. Mil~teri Hizmcti Sunllla Yetencgi 

64. Yeni OrllnJHizmet Geli~tirme Yetenegi 

65. Strateji Geli~tirl1le Yetenegi 

Liitfen a~agldaki ifadelere katlhp katIlmadlgmlzl bclirtiniz. KatIhp katIlmama derecenizi en iyi 
gosteren -;izgiyi i~aretleyi\1iz. 

66. Organizasyon ~eklimiz; yukanya dogru gittikyc daha az saylda olan vc daha yok maa~ alan ki~ilerden olu~an piramit 
~eklindedir. Yonetilll birimimizde yoneticilerin ve diger 9ail~anlann sorullliulukian araslllda kesin yizgiler yani fonksiyoncl 
uZlllanla~ma vardlr. 

Kesinlikle 
Katllmlyorulll 

KatlhnlyoTUm Ne Katlilyonllll 
Ne Katlhlllyorulll 

KatlilyoTUm Kesinlikle 
KatlilyoTUm 

67. Tedarikyi zinciri yonetimi sUrecinde dl~ tcdarikyilcrle ve iy birimlerle birbirinden bagllllSlz farkil anla~malar ve 
dllzenlemeler vardlr. 

Kesinlikle 
Kahil11lyoTUm 

KatllnllyoTllIll Ne Katillyorum 
Ne Kallhlllyorlim 

KatlilyoTllm Kesinlikle 
KahhyoTUIll 

68. Yonetim birimimiz bireysel ve gruplar halinde I11U~terilerie ili~kileri geli~tirl11eye ve gilylendirmeye yok Onem verir. 
OrUn/hizl11etlerie ilgili yonetim birimi iyi ve dl~lI1da slirekli ve gOylO ili~kiler vardlr. 

Kesinlikle 
Kahlllllyorum 

Katllnllyorum Ne KatlllyoTUm 
Nc Katllnllyorllm 

Katillyorum Kesinlikle 
KahhyoTUIll 
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69. YOnetim birilllillliz ll1(l~tcri tanlmlama, I1lli~teriye 1Ila~ma vc onlan tatmin etme konulannda rakipler, tedarik~iler, son 
kullal1lcilar ve profesyonellcrle ileti~im aglan kurar ve yonetir. Yonetim birill1illliz aksi takdirde geli~tirilll1esi imkanslz olan 
lirUn/hizll1etleri olu~tunnak. bUylitmck. birlc~tinnek i~in ge~itli nctworklcre katlltr ya da liderlik eder. 

Kesinlikle 
Katlhl1Iyofllll1 

Katthl1Iyorum Ne Katthyorum 
Ne Katlhl1lyorum 

Katthyorum Kesinlikle 
Katlltyorum 

Liitfen yonetim biriminizin a~agl(laki durllmlarda blilunma slkhgml belirtiniz. 

70. Yeni OrOn/hizlllctleri pazarlamada birinci 

71. Yerle~mi~ ama halen bUyOmekte olan 
pazarlara gc~ giren 

72. Olgun ve istikrarlt pazarlara giren 

73. Teknolojik ycniliklerin tam ortasl11da olan 

Hi~bir Nadiren Bazen Sik Sik Her 

Zaman Zaman 

Liitfen a~agldald ifadelere kahlIp I,ahlmadlgllllzi belirtiniz. Kahhp katIlmama derecenizi en iyi 
gosteren «;izgiyi j~aretleyjnjz. 

74. YOnetim birilllimiz kurull1 i9i dencyimlerden 
elde edilen bilgiye Onem verll1ez. 

75. YOneti11l biri11lillliz kOylik Ol<;ekli piyasa deneyleri, 
bOyOk Olt;ekli gOsterill1 projeleri kullanurak eldc cdilcn 
kuru11l dl~1 deneyimlerden gelcn bilgiye Onem vcrir. 

76. YOnetim biri11limiz benchmark yaparak, stratcjik 
ortakltklar, networkler, birle~ik giri~itnlcrde bulunarak, 
Oncll1li mU$terilerle berabcr I(alt~arak ba~kalannl11 
dcneyimlerinden elde edilcn bilgiye oncm verir. 

Kcsinliklc Kalllll1lyofllm 

Kattlnllyorull1 

77. YOnetim birimimiz formal egitimlerden yok ki~ilere 
degi~ik gOrevlcr vererek ve rotusyon yapmak ki~isel 
geli~ime yonelik flrsatlar sunar. 

78. YOnetim birimill1iz l(alt~anlar1111 cgitill1. scminer ve 
sempozyumlar gibi formal geli$im aktivitelerinc kalilma 
konusunda te~vik etmez. 

79. <;alt~anlann kolayca ogrenebilmeleri ve ah~1I1alan iyin 
Onemli bilgiler kuru1l1 misyonuna, bilgi sistemlcrine,. . 
prosedOriere, organizasyon OykUlerine entegre edllml$tlr. ___ _ 

80. YOnetim birimimizda bilgiyi kullanacak ya da bu 
bilgiden etkilenebilecek herkesin btl bilgiye cri~i1l1i 
vardlr. 

81. YOnetim biri111imiz birden fazla bollll11lin katlitnasl 
gereken aktivite ve gorU~meleri tC$Vik etl11cz. 

82. YOnetim birimi111iz bOlllmler arasl 
bilgi payla~ll111na On em verir. 

83. YOnetim birimillliz bOlllmler arasl 
bilgi akl~1I11 engellcyccck fonksiyoncl bariyerierin 
kaldmllllasllla (in em verir. 

84. YOnetim birimimiz dilzenli olamk 
bilginin ne anlama gcldigi ve i~ il(in gostcrgeierinin 
ne oldugu konl1Sl1nda fikir birligine varmaya ~alt~lr. 

Ne Kattllyorum Katlhyorum Kesinlikle 

Ne Katllllllyorum Katlltyorum 
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Kesinlikle Katllnuyorum Ne KalihYOflll11 KatJhyorul11 Kesinlikle 

85. YOnetim birimimizde etkin sorun ~(jzOmlemc 
sOrcylerinde altcrnatif aksiyon planlanmn etkileri 
dikkatle incelenir. 

Katllnllyortlll1 Ne Katlhmyofllll1 Katlhyorum 

86. Yonetim birimilllizde sorun yOzOllllel11c 
aylk bilgi payla~l1mnl destekleyen grup nonnlannlll 
olll~turullllaslyia te~vik edilir. 

87. YMetilll birimimizde sorun <;ozlimlemcye 
yonclik olarak ileti~im ve bilgi akl$lI1daki cngcileri 
kaldmnaya yonelik grllp normlannm geli~tirihnesi 
te~vik edihnez. 

88. I~ kollll11l1zda mU~terilerin OrOn/hizl11et tercihleri 
zamanla az degi~lllektedir. 

89. MU~terilerimiz her zaman yeni lirlin ve 
hizmet arama egilimindedirlcr. 

90. OrOn/hizmetlerimizi daha {ince hi9 aimallll~ ya da 
kullanmanll~ olan mii$terilerden de Uriin/hizlllc(\erimize 
yOnelik talcp gelmektedir. 

91. Yeni mli~terilerill1izin liriin ve hizmetlerimize 
yOnelik ihtiya<;lan mevcut mli$terilerimizden 
farkh ohnaktadlr. 

92. Geymi~ten ah$lk oldllglllllUZ ayl1l mii~terilerimize 
hizmet vermekteyiz. 

93. SektOrUIllUzde klzgm bir rekabct vardlr. 

94. SektorUmiizde prolllosyon sava~lan 
fazladlr. 

95. Rakiplerin sundugll herhangi bir liriin ya da 
hizmet kolayca b~kalan tarafmdan taklit edi\ebilir. 

96. Fiyat rekabeti sektoriill1UzUn bclirlcyici 
bir unslirudur. 

97. Hemen hemen her gUn yeni bir 
rakip hareketi gOzlemlenir. 

98. Genelde gU<;sllz rakiplerimiz vardlr. 

99. SektorOll1(\zde teknoloji hlzla dcgi~ir. 

100. SektOr(\\11(\zde teknolojik degi~iklikler 
bUyOk ftrsatlar yaratlr. 

10 I. Yeni orun/hizmct fikirlcrinin pek ~ogu sektorlimUzdeki 
teknolojik ge\i~iJ11Ie!le hayata gey\11i~tir. 

102. Sekt(lrUmUzdeki teknolojik geli~meler gCllclde 
kiic,:lik <;aphdlr. 

103. Ultfen gec,:mi~ Ylla bakarak kurul11l1llllZlln faaliyet gOslcrdigi pazarlll gclir baklllllndan na511 bir geli~ll1e gosterdigini 

belirtiniz . 

HIZia Azalan Azalan Ne Azalan Ne <;ogalan <;ogalan Hlzla <;ogalan 
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Liitfen a~agldal{j ifadelere kahhp kahlmadlgmlzl belirtiniz. Kahhp katIlmama derecenizi en iyi 
gosteren I;izgiyi i~aretIeyiniz. 

Kesinlikle Katllnllyorum Ne Katlltyorum Katlhyorum Kesinlikle 
KatIhmyorum Ne Katllmlyol'lll11 Kahltyol'llm 

I 04. <;:ah~anlar kendi geleccklerinin yonetim biriminin 
gelecegine yakmdan bagh oldugunu hissederler. . 

I 05. <;:ah~anlar yonetim birimlerinin iyiligi i<;in fedakarhkta 
bulunmaktan mutluluk duyarlar. 

106. Yonetim birimi ve <;alt~anlar araslI1daki bag zaYltllr. __ _ 

107. Genelde <;alt~anlar bu yonetim birimi i<;in 9ah~maktan 
gurur duyarlar. 

108. <;:ah~anlar genelde yonetim biriminin menf'aati i<;in kendi 
i~lerinin dl~lI1a Ylkarlar. 

109. <;:ah~anlann yonctim biriminc baghhklan ya yok azdlr 
ya da yoktur. 

110. <;:ah~anlann yonctim birimine olan dO~klinlligli a<;lkca 
gorOlmektcdir. 

III. Bu yonetim biriminde <;ah~anlar birbirlerinin ihtiya<; ve 
problemleriyle ic,;tcnliklc ilgilenirler. 

112. Bu yonetim biriminde takllll ruhu her mevkide 
mevcuttur. 

113. Bu yonetim birimindc <;ah~mak bliyOk bir ailcnin paryaSI 
olmak gibidir. 

114. Bu yonetim biriminde <;ah~anlar birbirlerine duygusal olarak 
baghdlrlar. 

115. Bu yonetim biriminde takllll ruhu eksiktir. 

116. Bu yonetim biriminde <;ah~anlar kendilerini etrafll1da bulunanlan 
tolere etmek zorunda olan baglmslz bireyler olarak 
gorUrler. 

Lutfen mii~terilerinizin memnuniyet dereceleri haldundaki goru~lerinizi belirtiniz. 

117. MO~terileriniz yonetim biriminizin lirlin/hizmetlerindcnne kadar melllnllnlar? 

Hi<;Memnlin 
Degil 

Tamamiylc 
Memnlln 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1 

118. MU~terileriniz genelde yonetim biriminizdcn nc kadar mcmnunlar? 

Hi<; Memnun 
De.gil 

Tamamiyle 
Memnlln 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1_1 
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LUtfen yonetim biriminizin genel performanslDl belirtiniz: 

Gok 
Ktltil 

KtlttI NeKtltil 
Neiyi 

Iyi <;ok 

119. Ge<;en sene ytlnetim birimimizin gene! perfonnansl: 

120. Geyen sene ytlnctim birimimizin en bllyUk rakiplerinc gtlre 
genel performansl 

Iyi 

LUtfen yonetim biriminizin rckabcte gore performanslyla i1gili a~agldaki sorulara cevap veriniz: 

121. Geyen sene iyinde bUyUk rakiplerinizle 
kar~lIa~tlflldlgll1da yonetim biriminizin pazar payl: 

Rekabete 
Gtlre Gok Ktltil 

122. Ge<;en sene i<;inde buyuk rakiplerinizle kar~lla~tmldlgll1da 
ytlnetim biriminizin pazar payl bUylimesi: 

123. Ge<;en sene i<;indc bUylik rakiplerinizle kar~lla~tmldlglllda 
ytlnetim birilllinizin satl~lanndaki ylizdcsel bUylimc: 

Rekabete 
Gtlre KtltU 

124. Geyen sene iyinde bllyuk rakiplerinizle kar~lla~tmldlglllda ytlnctim biriminizin 

Rekabetle 
Aym 

piyasaya sundugu ba~anh urun/hizmet saYlsl: -------- --------

125. Ge<;en sene i<yindc blIyuk rakiplerinizlc kar~lla~tmldlglllda Ylinctim biriminizin 
yeni UrUnihizllletlerlc yaratllgl sall~ yUzdesi: 

126. Ge<;en sene iyinde buyuk rakiplerinizle kar~lla~tlflldlglllda ytlnetim biriminizin 
karhhgt: 

127. Ge<;cn sene iyindc bllyiik rakiplcrinizle kar~lla~tlflldlgll1da ytlnctim biriminizin 
TL olarak loplam ciroslI: 

128. Ge<;en sene iyinde bUyllk rakiplerinizle kar~lla~tlflldlglllda yonetim biriminizin 
adetsel sall~ hacmi: 

Rekabete 
Gtlre Iyi 

Rekabete 
GtlreGok Iyi 

Liitfen yonetim biriminizin hedeflerine gore a~agldald kriterlerde performansmm nasd 
oldugunun belirtiniz. 

129. Mii~teri memnllniyeti 

130. MlI~terilerin e!dc tlltllhnasl 

131. Orlln/Hizlllet kalitesi 

<;ok 
KtltlI 

KOtU 

LUtfen yonetim biriminiz ile ilgili a~agldal{i sorulan cevaplaYIDIZ. 

132. Gegen sene yonctim biriminizin toplam ciroSll? (TL) 

NeKottl 
Ne iyi 

133. Bir tlnceki sene ile kar~lla~tlflldlglllda ytlnctim biriminizin cirosllndaki (TL) artl~ (%) 

134. Ge<;en sene ytlnetim biriminizin top lam kan? (TL) 

135. Bir tlnceki sene ile kar~lla~tlflldlglllda ytlnctim biriminizin toplam kanndaki artl~ (%) 

136. Ge<yen sene yonetim biriminizin hizmct verdigi ana pazardaki pazar pay I ne idi? (%) 

137. Geyen sene yOnetilll biriminizin hizmet verdigi ana pazardaki pazar payl bliyllmesi ne idi? (%) 

138. Ge<;en sene yonetilll biriminizin hizmet verdigi ana pazardaki adetsel olarak toplam 

sall~ hacllli (adet) 

139. Geyen sene ytlnctim biriminizin adetsel satl~lanndaki bliylime ylizdesi ne idi? (%) 

140. Geyen sene yonctim biriminiz tarafllldan piyasaya sllllllian ba~anh yeni lirlin/hizmet saYlsl? 

141. Geyen sene yonetim biriminizin ycni nron/hizmctlerle yarattlgl sall~ yUzdesi (%) 

iyi Gok 
Iyi 
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Ltitfen yonetim biriminiz ile ilgili a~agldaki sorulan yallltlaynllz. 

142. Yonetim biriminiz hangi sektorde faaliyet gosteriyor? 

a. Oretim 

b. Hizmet 

c. Digcr. Lotfcn bclirtiniz: _____ _ 

143. YOnetim biriminiz hangi piyasaya yOnelik "alt~IYor? 

a. TOketici orOnleri pazan 

b. EndOstriyel pazar 

c. Hizmet 

d. Diger. Lotfen bclirtiniz: _____ _ 

144. YOnetim biriminizin faaliyet alalllncdir? 

a. Glda ve ir;:ecek 

b. Ev bakll11 UrUnlcri 

c. Finansal Hizmcller 

d. Sagllk 

e. Diger. Lotfen hclirtiniz: 

145. Lotfen yonetim biril11inizin Orlinlerini/markalanlll belirtiniz. 

146. Firmamzda sOrckli "alt~an eleman saYISI ncdir? 

a. <100 

b. 100-250 

c. 251-500 

d. 501-750 

e. >750 

147. YOnetil11 biril11inizde surckli "all~an elel11an saYlslI1llUtfcn belirtiniz 

148. Y()netim biril11inizde g()reviniz nedir? 

149. Y()netim biril11inizin serl11aye daglllllll naslldlr? Lmfen yabanci ve yerli sennaye oranlanm belirtiniz: 

a. Yerli:. _____ 'yo b. Yabancl: _____ % 

150. Y()netim biriminiz mli~terilerinizle ilgili bilgi toplamak ic;in hangi metodlan kullalllYor? (Birden c;ok ~lkkl 

i~aretleyebilirsiniz) 

a. Pazar ar~tlrl11aSI (firma ic;inde ayn bir dcpartman tarafllldan ya da dl~andan profesyonel bir firma tarafllldan) 

b. Call Center 

c. Veritabanh pazarlal11a 

d. CRM (m(\~tcri ili~kilcri yOnetimi ilc ilgili yazilim pakctlcri ilc) 

e. Satl~ personelinin ki~isel ili~kileri 

f. Diger. LOtfen belirtiniz: _____ _ 
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VARIABLE 

Production Orientation 

Product Orientation 

Sales Orientation 

Market Orientation 
-Customer Orientation 
-Competitor Orientation 
-Interfunctional Coordination 

Strategic Orientation 
-Aggressiveness 
-Analysis 
-Defensiveness 
-Futurity 
-Proactiveness 
-Riskiness 

Organizational Culture 

Organizational Capability 
-Outside-In Capabilities 
-Inside-Out Capabilities 
-Spanning Capabilities 

Organizational FonTI 

-Hierarchical Form 

-Transactional F onn 

-Relational Form 

-Network Fonn 

Organizational 
Innovativeness 

Organizational Learning 
-Information Acquisition 
-Infonnation Dissemination 
-Shared Interpretation 
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITION LIST 

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION 
QI 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4-Q18 
Q4-Q9 
QIO-QI3 
Q14-Q18 

Q19-Q44 
QI9-Q22 
Q23-Q28 
Q29-Q32 
Q33-Q36 
Q37-Q40 
Q41-Q44 

Q45-Q48 

Q49-Q65 
Q49-Q52 
Q53-Q59 
Q60-Q65 

Q66-Q69 

Q66 

Q67 

Q68 

Q69 

Q70-Q73 

Q74-Q87 
Q74-Q79 
Q80-Q83 
Q84-Q87 

SOURCE 

Adapted by the author by the studies of 
Koller (2002); Srivastava, Shervani & 
Fahey (1999); Author 

Adapted by the author by the studies of 
Kotler (2002); Srivastava, Shervani & 
Fahey (1999); Author 

Adapted by the author by the studies of 
Kotler (2002); Srivastava, Shervani & 
Fahey (1999); Author 

Narver& Slater (1990) 
Narver & Slater (1990) 
Narver & Slater (1990) 
Narver & Slater (1990) 

Venkatraman( 1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatraman(1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatraman( 1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatraman( 1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatraman( 1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatral11an( I 989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 
Venkatral11an( 1989); Morgan&Strong (1998) 

Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993); 
Deshpande and Farley (1999); Quinn (1988); 
Call1eron&Freel11an (1991) 

Day (1994), Author 
Day (1994), Author 
Day (1994), Author 
Day (1994), Author 

Webster 1992; Srivastava,Shervani and 
Fahey (1999); Author 
Webster 1992; Srivastava,Shervani and 
Fahey (1999); Author 
Webster 1992; Srivastava,Shervani and 
Fahey (1999); Author 
Webster 1992; Srivastava,Shervani and 
Fahey (1999); Author 
Webster 1992; Srivastava,Shervani and 
Fahey (1999); Author 

Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993); 
Deshpande and Farley (1999); 
Capon, Farley & Hulbert (1998); 
Capon, Farley, Hulbert&Lehl11ann (1992) 

Author, Slater & Narver 1995; Hurley & Hult (1998) 
Author, Slater & Narver 1995;Hurley & Hult (1998) 
Author, Slater & Narver 1995;Hurley & Huit (1998) 
Author; Slater & Narver 1995;Hurley & Hult (1998) 



VARIABLE 
DEFINITION 

Market Turbulence 
Competitive Intensity 
Technological Turbulence 
Market Growth 

Employee Responses 
-Organizational Commitment 
-Esprit de Corps 

Customer Satisfaction 

Organizational Performance 

-Overall Subjective Performance 
-Subjective Comparative 
Perf0n11anCe 

-Subjective Performance 
Compared to Objectives 

-Objective Performance 

Sector 
Served Market 
Operation Area 
Product/Brand Specification 
# of Full-Time Employees of the 
Company 
# of Full-Time Employees of the 
Strategic Business Unit 
Title of the Respondent 
Distribution of Capital 
Information Collection Method 
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OPERATIONAL 

Q88-Q92 
Q93-Q98 
Q99-QI02 
QI03 

QI04-Q116 
Ql04-QII0 
QI11-Q116 

Q117-Q118 

Q119-Q14l 

Q119-Q120 

Q121-Q128 

Q129-Q13l 

Q132-Q14l 

Q142 
QI43 
Q144 
Ql45 
Ql46 

Ql47 

QI48 
Ql49 
Q150 

SOURCE 

Jaworski & Kohli (\993) 
Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 
Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 
A vlonitis & Goumaris (1999) 

Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 
Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 
Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 

Author 

Jaworski & Kohli (\993); Author; 
Harker & Rao (\999); Matzuno & Mentzer 
(2000); Yalman (2003); Deshpande, Farley & 
Webster (1993); Deshpande & Farley (1999); 
Ruekelt(1992);Narver&Slater(l990);Slater & 
Narver (\994); Greenley (l995a, 1995b); Hart 
& Diamantopoulos (1993); Cavusgil and Zou 
(1994) 

Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 

Author; Vorhies, Harker & Rao (\999); 
Matzuno & Mentzer (2000); Yalman (2003) 

Cavusgil and Zou (1994) 

Author;Deshpande, Farley & Webster 
(1993);Deshpande & Farley (1999); Ruekert 
(1992);Jaworski&Kohli( 1993);Narver&Slater( I 
990); Slater & Narver (1994); Greenley (l995a, 
1995b); Hart & Diamantopoulos (1993), 
Yalman (2003) 

Author 
Yalman (2003) 
Yalman (2003) 
Yalman (2003) 
Yalman (2003) 

Yalman (2003) 

Yalman (2003) 
Yalman (2003) 
Yalman (2003) 
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COMPANIES 
Aryelik 
Tansa§ 
Gima 
Nestle 
Eczaclba§1 Yapi 
Henkel 
Novartis 
Vepa Sport-Nike 
Marshall 
Evyap 
Siemens Business 
Bosch 
SAP 
Glaxo Welcome 
Beko 
Coca Cola 
Pmar 
Alarko 
Vestel 
Mercedes 
Marsa 
Anadolu Efes 
Fujitsu Siemens 
Eczaclba§1 lIay 
Roche 
Brisa 
Pfizer 
DYO 
Alcatel 
Ipek Kaglt 
P&G 
Shell 
Finansbank 
TOTAL 
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LJ ST of FIRMS 

NUMBER of RESPONDENTS 

3 
2 
3 
5 
7 
7 
6 
3 
3 
7 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6 
3 
8 
5 
8 
2 
7 
6 
2 
6 
7 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
8 
2 
2 

152 
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