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THE IMPACT OF A RESPONSIVE AND 
PROACTIVE MARKET ORIENTATION 
ON INNOVATION AND BUSINESS 
PERFORMANCE
MATEJA BODLAJ*

ABSTRACT: Th e purpose of the presented empirical study was to examine the impact of a 
responsive and proactive market orientation on the degree of novelty, innovation perform-
ance and business performance. Data obtained from 325 Slovenian companies that intro-
duced product, process, marketing and organisational innovations during the 2005-2007 
period were analysed via structural equation modelling. Th e main fi ndings reveal that only 
a proactive market orientation is positively related to the degree of novelty, whereas no sup-
port was found for the direct impact of both market orientations on innovation perform-
ance and business performance. 

Key words: responsive and proactive market orientation; degree of novelty, innovation performance, business per-
formance 
JEL classifi cation: M31

1. INTRODUCTION

During the past 20 years a rich body of research in marketing has examined a direct 
relationship between market orientation and business performance (Cano et al., 2004; 
Kirca et al., 2005; Ellis, 2006; Grinstein, 2008). However, signifi cantly less research atten-
tion has been paid to the impact of market orientation on innovation (Han et al., 1998; 
Lukas and Ferrell, 2000; Kirca et al., 2005; Grinstein, 2008). For example, Kirca et al. 
(2005) report in their meta-analysis of 114 studies that 17% of all consequences of market 
orientation were related to innovation, whereas 60% of them were related to organisa-
tional performance, e.g. overall business performance, profi t, sales and market share. 
Our understanding of the innovation consequences of market orientation is therefore 
limited and fragmented (Lukas and Farrell, 2000; Grinstein, 2008). According to Hurley 
and Hult (1998), there is a signifi cant void in market orientation research because much 
of such research does not incorporate constructs related to innovation. 
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Moreover, to date a relatively few empirical studies have examined the entire chain of re-
lationships involved, i.e. market orientation-innovation-business performance (e.g. Han 
et al., 1998; Vazquez et al., 2001; Sandvik and Sandvik, 2003; Langerak et al., 2004; Gabr-
ijan et al., 2005; Milfelner, 2009). However, the vast majority of these empirical studies 
does not distinguish between the two complementary forms of market orientation, i.e. 
responsive and proactive. Th e need for this distinction has recently been emphasised 
by ever more researchers who claim that past empirical research has focused only on 
a responsive market orientation (e.g. Narver et al., 2004; Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005, 
Tsai et al., 2008; Voola and O’Cass, 2010). Existing empirical research adopting both 
forms of market orientation is still very limited to a few studies, mostly conducted in 
non-European countries, that examine the impact of a responsive and proactive market 
orientation on new-product performance (Narver et al., 2004, Atuahene-Gima, 2005; 
Tsai et al., 2008) or business performance (Voola and O’Cass, 2010). Only a few studies 
examine the entire chain of relationships between both market orientation types, in-
novation and business performance (e.g. Milfelner, 2009). However, no study examines 
the entire chain of relationships between a responsive and proactive market orientation, 
degree of novelty, innovation performance and business performance. In addition, past 
research is biased toward product innovation, even though the literature suggests that 
innovation can occur in any value-creating activity (e.g. Weerawardena, 2003).      

Th e purpose of this study is to fi ll this void in the literature and to examine these relation-
ships with a sample of 325 Slovenian companies that introduced a product, process, mar-
keting and organisational innovation during the 2005-2007 period. Data obtained at the 
beginning of 2008 via an Internet survey were analysed using structural equation model-
ling. Th e fi ndings of this study could be particularly relevant for the Slovenian economy 
as increasing competitiveness by encouraging innovativeness and entrepreneurship is one 
of the most important development goals in Slovenia in the 2006-2013 period (Strategija 
razvoja Slovenije, 2005). According to the European Innovation Scoreboard 2009, which 
provides a comparative assessment of the innovation performance of EU member states, 
Slovenia is in the group of innovation followers with an innovation performance that is 
close to the EU average. Hence, the main research issue is therefore “What is the role of 
both market orientations in increasing the degree of novelty, innovation performance and, 
consequently, business performance?” 

Th e rest of the paper is organised in four sections. Th e fi rst section provides a literature review 
along with the development of the research hypotheses. In the second section, the research 
methodology is explained. Th e results of the study are presented in the third section. Th e 
paper concludes with a discussion of the results, the contributions of the presented empirical 
study to the marketing literature, research limitations and suggestions for future research.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THE HYPOTHESES

Based on the theoretical and empirical literature review a conceptual model of the im-
pact of a responsive and proactive market orientation on innovation and business per-
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formance has been developed (see Figure 1). Hypotheses included in our model will be 
explained later in this section.

FIGURE 1. A conceptual model of the impact of a responsive and proactive market orien-
tation on innovation and business performance

2.1. Market orientation and degree of novelty

Although a market orientation can be viewed as a form of innovative behaviour because 
it involves doing something new or diff erent in response to market conditions (Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1993) in order to continuously deliver superior customer value (Narver et al., 
1998; Kotler, 2003), a prevalent view in theoretical discussions is that a market orien-
tation alone is insuffi  cient for the development of radical innovations (e.g. Hamel and 
Prahalad, 1991; Bower and Christensen, 1995; Christensen and Bower, 1996; Slater and 
Narver, 1995; Baker and Sinkula, 2002; Berthon et al., 2004). Companies that stay close 
to their customers and simply ask customers what they want end up being perpetual 
followers (e.g. Hamel and Prahalad, 1991; Bower and Christensen, 1995; Berthon et al., 
2004). According to Christensen and Bower (1996) companies lose their positions of 
industry leadership because they listen too carefully to their customer who place strin-
gent limits on the strategies companies can or cannot pursue. Hence, a market orienta-
tion without an entrepreneurial drive (e.g. Slater and Narver, 1995) or a strong learning 
orientation (e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 2002) will at best lead to adaptive learning which is 
necessary for incremental innovations, but insuffi  cient for radical innovations (Slater 
and Narver, 1999). Th e common theme among the criticisms is that a penalty is incurred 
if companies only respond to customers’ wants (Narver et al., 2004). 

Empirical fi ndings diff er concerning the relationship between market orientation and 
degree of novelty. While some empirical studies support the criticism above (e.g. Atua-
hene-Gima, 1996; Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997), others suggest the opposite suggesting 
that a market orientation is positively related to the degree of novelty (e.g. Vazquez 
et al., 2001; Sandvik and Sandvik, 2003; Baker and Sinkula, 2007). In addition, some 



ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW  |  VOL. 12  |  No.  4  |  2010244

studies fi nd no evidence of a signifi cant linkage of market orientation with incremental 
and radical innovation (e.g. Radas and Božić, 2009). It should be mentioned that these 
empirical studies are based on the “traditional” measures of market orientation, i.e. 
Ruekert’s scale (1992), the MKTOR scale (Narver and Slater, 1990), the MARKOR scale 
(Kohli et al., 1993) or some modifi ed form of them, thereby focusing on a responsive 
market orientation.

According to Narver et al. (2004), a responsive market orientation refers to discover-
ing, understanding and satisfying expressed customer needs, whereas a proactive market 
orientation refers to discovering, understanding and satisfying latent customer needs. 
While both market orientations should be the foundation of a company’s innovation 
eff orts (Narver et al., 2004), the literature suggests that, with its focus on exploring new 
knowledge and markets signifi cantly distant from the company’s existing experience (e.g. 
Atuahene-Gima, 2005; Tsai et al., 2008), a proactive market orientation may be more as-
sociated with radical innovation than a responsive market orientation which focuses on 
the company’s current knowledge and experience. In support of this argument, Narver 
et al. (2004) fi nd in their empirical study that both market orientations are positively 
related to innovation orientation with proactive market orientation being more strongly 
related. In line with this fi nding along with empirical fi ndings which suggest that a (re-
sponsive) market orientation is not necessarily limited to incremental innovation (e.g. 
Vazquez et al., 2001; Sandvik and Sandvik, 2003; Baker and Sinkula, 2007), we predict 
that both market orientations are positively related to the degree of novelty with proac-
tive market orientation being more strongly related: 
H1A: A responsive market orientation is positively related to the degree of novelty. 
H1B: A proactive market orientation is positively related to the degree of novelty.   

2.2. Market orientation and innovation performance 

In the literature a number of measures of innovation performance can be found (e.g. 
Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995; Griffi  n and Hauser, 1996; Griffi  n and Page, 1996). All 
measures are related to product innovation. In our study, innovation performance refers 
to sales of new products, new-product market share, new-product launch on time, and 
percent of new-product sales in total sales (Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995; Griffi  n and 
Hauser, 1996). 

New products should deliver value for the customers and therefore a market orientation 
is an important factor in successful new product development (Jensen and Harmsen, 
2001). A number of empirical studies that are based on traditional measures of market 
orientation confi rm a positive relationship between a market orientation and new prod-
uct performance (e.g. Cooper, 1994; Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995; Wren et al., 2000; 
Matsuno et al., 2002; Baker and Sinkula, 2007). Gabrijan et al. (2005) and Milfelner et 
al. (2008a) report a positive relationship between market orientation and innovation re-
sources, i.e. successful new-product development and a capacity to introduce successful 
new products. However, according to Atuahene-Gima (1995), a market orientation has a 
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stronger impact on the performance of a new product which represents an incremental 
change for both the customer and the company, implying that the impact of a market 
orientation depends on the degree of novelty. In contrast, Langerak et al. (2004) report 
an insignifi cant direct relationship between a market orientation and a new-product per-
formance. In addition, three meta-analyses provide mixed results: while Henard and 
Szymanski (2001) report a statistically insignifi cant corrected value of the correlation 
coeffi  cient, Kirca et al. (2005) and Grinstein (2008) confi rm a positive relationship be-
tween a market orientation and innovation consequences, i.e. new-product performance 
and innovativeness. 

To date, only a limited number of studies have examined the relationship between a 
market orientation and innovation performance by distinguishing between a responsive 
and a proactive market orientation. Narver et al. (2004) and Milfelner (2009) report that 
only a proactive market orientation is positively related to new-product performance or 
a capacity to innovative, respectively. According to Narver et al. (2004), relying solely on 
customers’ expressed needs to develop new products creates no new insights into oppor-
tunities for adding value. On the other hand, Atuahene-Gima et al. (2005) and Tsai et al. 
(2008) conclude that both market orientations are needed for the performance of a new 
product, yet the relationship between both market orientations and a new-product per-
formance is more complex. For example, Atuahene-Gima et al. (2005) report that a re-
sponsive market orientation has a U-shaped relationship with new product program per-
formance, suggesting increasing benefi ts of responsive market orientation aft er a certain 
point. In other words, in-depth understanding of current customer needs and market 
domains ensures that a company becomes more adept at eff ective product development. 
On the contrary, a proactive market orientation has an inverted U-shaped relationship 
with new product program performance, implying that a proactive market orientation 
becomes detrimental for new product performance beyond a certain level.

In addition, their study reveals that companies engage in both market orientations si-
multaneously but do not necessarily derive greater benefi ts from high levels of both mar-
ket orientations: the new-product performance is enhanced when one market orienta-
tion is at a higher level and the other is at a lower level (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005).  On 
the other hand, Tsai et al. (2008) suggest that the curvilinear relationship between the 
two market orientations and a new-product performance may depend on external envi-
ronmental characteristics. 

To summarise, although the existing empirical literature on the relationship between 
market orientation and innovation performance provides somewhat mixed results, sug-
gesting that the nature of this relationship might be much more complex than previously 
assumed, the main fi ndings show, that both forms of market orientation are important 
for innovation performance. Hence, we predict that both forms of market orientations 
are positively related to innovation performance with proactive market orientation being 
more strongly related.  
H2A: A responsive market orientation is positively related to innovation performance.
H2B: A proactive market orientation is positively related to innovation performance.
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2.3. Market orientation and business performance 

Th e vast majority of empirical studies confi rm a positive relationship between a mar-
ket orientation and various measures of business performance (e.g. Narver and Slater, 
1990; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Hult et al., 2004; Gabrijan et al., 2005; Milfelner et 
al., 2008b; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009). In addition, three meta-analyses confi rm a 
positive eff ect of a market orientation on business performance (Cano et al., 2004; 
Kirca et al., 2005; Ellis, 2006). More specifi cally, Kirca et al. (2005) report that a 
market orientation positively aff ects the overall business performance, profi ts, sales, 
market share, perceived quality, customer loyalty and customer satisfaction. How-
ever, several empirical studies report an insignifi cant relationship between a market 
orientation and business performance (e.g. Han et al., 1998; Iršič et al., 1999; Vazquez 
et al., 2001; Rojšek and Konič, 2003; Langerak et al., 2004; Jimenez-Jimenez et al., 
2008; Merlo and Auh, 2009). In addition, some researchers fi nd a signifi cant eff ect of 
market orientation on business performance only in certain business environments 
(e.g. Greenley, 1995; Appiah-Adu, 1998). It should be noted that all the empirical 
studies mentioned above did not distinguish between a responsive and a proactive 
market orientation. 

Th e more recent market orientation literature suggests that both forms of market ori-
entation are needed for a long-run business performance (Sheth and Sisodia, 1999). 
Developing only a responsive market orientation may be insuffi  cient for a company 
to attract and to retain customers (Narver et al., 2004). Th erefore, a company should 
constantly increase its proactive market orientation in order to create and maintain 
a sustainable competitive advantage (Narver et al., 2004). So far, only one empirical 
study has examined the impact of both market orientations on business performance. 
Voola and O’Cass (2010) fi nd that a proactive market orientation has a stronger infl u-
ence on business performance than a responsive market orientation. 

In our study, we draw a distinction between a market and a fi nancial business per-
formance (e.g. Homburg and Pfl esser, 2000; Gabrijan et al., 2005). A market perform-
ance is the performance of a company’s marketing activities which can be measured by 
customer loyalty, customer retention, providing value for customers and market share 
(Homburg and Pfl esser, 2000). Basically, similar to some other studies we argue that 
a market orientation impacts fi nancial performance indirectly through market per-
formance (e.g. Homburg and Pfl esser, 2000; Gabrijan et al., 2005). Hence, in line with 
the prevalent empirical literature that confi rms a positive impact of market orienta-
tion on market performance (e.g. Kirca et al., 2005; Milfelner et al. 2008b; Gonzalez et 
al., 2009) and the recent study conducted by Voola and O’Cass (2010), we predict that 
both market orientations are positively related to market performance with a proactive 
market orientation being more strongly related.  
H3A: A responsive market orientation is positively related to market performance.
H3B: A proactive market orientation is positively related to market performance.
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2.4. Degree of novelty and innovation performance

Overall, truly new products are more successful in meeting profi t objectives than incre-
mental innovations (Song and Montoya-Weiss, 1998). A higher degree of novelty and a 
lower similarity of new products with competitive products are related to a better per-
ceived performance of innovation (Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997). Th e advantage of new 
products in comparison to existing products on the market is among the most important 
factors of new-product success (e.g. Cooper, 1994; Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997; Song and 
Montoya-Weiss, 1998; Henard and Szymanski, 2001; Langerak et al., 2004; Bastič, 2004, 
2007). In line with the existing empirical literature that provides support for the positive 
relationship between the degree of novelty and innovation performance, we predict that:  
H4: Th e degree of novelty is positively related to innovation performance. 

2.5. Innovation performance and business performance

Innovation is one of the most important drivers of business performance (e.g. Desh-
pande and Farley, 2004; Fagerberg, 2005; Davila et al., 2006; Antončič et al., 2007; Bastič, 
2007) and is crucial for competitiveness (e.g. Werawardena, 2003; Bastič, 2004). Every 
company must develop new products in order to survive in the long run. Companies 
that fail to develop new products put themselves at great risk since their existing prod-
ucts are vulnerable to changing customer needs and wants, new technologies, shortened 
product life cycles and increased domestic and foreign competition (Kotler, 2003). Em-
pirical fi ndings confi rm a positive relationship between new-product performance and 
business performance (e.g. Langerak et al., 2004; Ledwith and O’Dwyer, 2008). Eff ective 
new-product development processes and the ability to launch successful new products 
positively impact customer loyalty, market share and sales volume (Gabrijan et al., 2005; 
Milfelner et al., 2008a). Product, process and administrative innovation are positively 
related to business performance (Jimenez-Jimenez et al., 2008). In line with the theoreti-
cal and empirical literature, we propose the following hypothesis: 
H5: Innovation performance is positively related to market performance.

2.6. Market performance and fi nancial performance

Business performance can be measured with a number of measures that can be broadly 
divided into two groups: fi nancial and non-fi nancial (Rejc, 2002). Financial measures 
of business performance (e.g. revenues, growth of sales, economic added value, cash 
fl ows) are measured with a time-lag, therefore only considering fi nancial measures in 
competitive environments is inappropriate (Kaplan and Norton, 2000). Measures of 
market performance are an important group of non-fi nancial measures. In our study 
market performance refers to customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, whereas fi -
nance performance refers to sales value, sales growth and gross profi t. Th e theoretical 
and empirical literature suggest that the market performance positively impacts the fi -
nancial performance (e.g. Srivastava et al., 1998; Homburg and Pfl esser, 2000; Morgan 
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et al., 2002; Gabrijan et al., 2005; Gruca and Rego, 2005). In line with the literature, we 
propose that: 
H6: Market performance is positively related to fi nancial performance.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Data collection and sample characteristics

Th e research was conducted in two steps: fi rst, eight in-depth interviews with managers 
in six Slovenian companies from diverse industries were conducted in order to obtain a 
better understanding of the phenomena under study. In particular, the purpose of the 
preliminary qualitative research was to gain a better understanding of how managers 
themselves defi ne and measure market orientation, innovation and business perform-
ance as well as managers’ views on the relative impact of market orientation and in-
novation on business performance. In addition, the qualitative research sought to fi nd 
out whether a single respondent within the company can provide answers to all related 
concepts under study. 

In the second step, a quantitative research using an Internet survey was conducted among 
Slovenian companies from manufacturing and selected service industries (wholesale and 
retail trade, transport, storage and communications, and fi nancial intermediation) with 
at least ten 10 employees.  Based on the list of companies provided by the Agency of the 
Republic of Slovenia for Public Legal Records and Related Services (AJPES), a call centre 
at Slovenian’s Chamber of Commerce and Industry compiled a list of 3,732 e-addresses 
of general managers and marketing managers. Managers received an email explaining 
the general purpose of the study and a link to the Internet survey. Th e electronic ques-
tionnaire was designed so that the respondents could not see all the questions and there-
fore could not alter their answers in light of additional information. Th e explicit term 
“market orientation” was not used anywhere in the survey. Two follow-up emails were 
sent to non-respondents. Th e survey was conducted from January to March 2008. Aft er 
accounting for undeliverable emails, usable questionnaires from 441 companies were 
received, yielding a 16 percent response rate. 

A subsample of 325 companies (73.7% of all companies participating in the survey) that 
had introduced a product, process, marketing and organisational innovation during the 
2005-2007 period was retained for this study. Th e study sample consisted of 54% manu-
facturing and 46% service organisations. 51% of the companies in the sample were small 
(10-49 employees), 32% of them were medium (50-249 employees), while 17% were large 
(250 employees or more). 54% of all respondents were general managers, 30% were mar-
keting managers and the rest mainly held other leading positions in the company. Th e 
sample is representative in terms of the main business sector (manufacturing vs. service 
organisations), but slightly biased towards larger companies. Th e latter should be taken 
into account when generalising the results of the study for small companies. An early 
versus late respondent analysis revealed no evidence of non-response bias.  
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3.2. Measures

Based on a literature review of theoretical discussions and the existing market orienta-
tion measures (e.g. Narver and Slater, 1990; Kohli et al., 1993; Homburg and Pfl esser, 
2000; Jaworski et al., 2000; Narver et al., 2004) and fi ndings from eight in-depth inter-
views with managers, 20 items were included in the questionnaire in order to measure 
a responsive and proactive market orientation on a seven-point Likert scale (1=strongly 
disagree to 7=strongly agree). In line with the recent market orientation literature, a 
responsive market orientation addresses expressed customer needs, whereas a proac-
tive market orientation addresses latent customer needs (Narver et al., 2004; Atuahene-
Gima et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 2008). Items of a responsive market orientation were de-
veloped based on the widely used MARKOR scale (Kohli et al., 1993) and MKTOR 
scale (Narver and Slater, 1990), whereas items for a proactive market orientation were 
developed based on the scale developed by Narver et al. (2004). In addition, fi ndings 
from in-depth interviews with managers were also taken into consideration in the de-
velopment of both scales. 

Following the innovation literature and the Oslo Manual (2005) which provides guide-
lines for measuring innovation in the European Union, four types of innovation were 
included in the survey: product, process, marketing and organisational. In the existing 
literature, almost all defi nitions and measures of radical and incremental innovations 
are limited to new products and changes in technology (e.g. Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997; 
Chandy and Tellis, 1998). According to Chandy and Tellis (1998), radical innovations 
involve fundamental changes in technology for the company and provide substantially 
greater customer benefi ts relative to existing products, whereas incremental innovations 
are product improvements and line extensions which involve relatively minor changes in 
technology and provide relatively few customer benefi ts. Th is defi nition of degree of nov-
elty cannot be applied to marketing and organisational innovations because these types 
of innovations are oft en based on non-technological knowledge (Oslo Manual, 2005). In 
our survey, the respondents were asked to assess the predominant level of each type of 
innovation introduced by the company during the 2005-2007 period (‘Please indicate 
the predominant level of product/process/marketing methods/organisational method 
innovation your company introduced during the 2005-2007 period’) on a seven-point 
scale (1=minor change to 7=new-to-the-world; X=no introduction). For each of the four 
types of innovations some examples of innovations were included in the questionnaire 
(see Table 1, Degree of novelty). A similar approach can be found in previous empirical 
studies (e.g. Werawardena, 2003; Leskovar-Špacapan and Bastič, 2007). 

Following the innovation literature (e.g. Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995) and fi ndings 
from the in-depth interviews with managers, the performance of innovations intro-
duced during the 2005-2007 period was measured relative to the company objectives 
on a seven-point scale (1=very unsuccessful to 7=very successful; X=I do not know) for 
each of the following fi ve measures: new-product launch on time, sales of new products, 
new-product market share, profi t of new products, and percent of new-product sales in 
total sales. Th e business performance in 2007 was measured relative to the biggest com-



ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW  |  VOL. 12  |  No.  4  |  2010250

petitors (1=much worse to 7=much better; X=I do not know): market performance was 
measured by customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, whereas fi nancial performance 
was measured by sales value, sales growth and gross profi t. 

Th e questionnaire was pretested with nine academics and twelve managers. In addition, 
the face validity of the market orientation scale was tested with two academics and four 
managers. 

4. RESULTS

A confi rmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the AMOS 18.0 soft ware was conducted in 
order to assess the measurement model with six constructs (Responsive market orienta-
tion, Proactive market orientation, Degree of novelty, Innovation performance, Market 
performance, Financial performance). Similar to numerous previous studies (e.g. Atua-
hene-Gima, 1996; Langerak et al., 2004; Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Baker and Sinkula, 
2007; Milfelner et al., 2008a) all constructs in our model are considered refl ective. Ac-
cording to Hair et al. (2005) the refl ective measurement model is appropriate when items 
are caused by the construct, when the items are expected to covary highly with each 
other and if all of the items share a common conceptual basis, meaning they all indicate 
the same thing.

Table 1 shows the measurement items retained for the analysis along with the standard-
ised loading and t-value of each item, the composite reliability index (ρc) and the vari-
ance extracted (ρv). Th e latent variables exhibit indices superior to the reference values of 
ρc =0.6 and ρv=0.5 (Hair et al., 2005), indicating convergent validity. Th e only exception 
is Degree of novelty with variance extracted less than 0.5, however, the composite reli-
ability index of this latent variable is higher than 0.7 and all standardised factor loadings 
are higher than 0.6, indicating a suffi  cient convergent validity. 

In order to assess discriminant validity, each of the related variable pairs was constrained 
to correlate perfectly and then the fi t of constrained and unconstrained model has been 
compared. For each of the related pairs the fi t of the constrained model was signifi cantly 
worse than the fi t of the unconstrained model, confi rming the presence of discriminant 
validity of our constructs. 

TABLE 1. Measurement items retained for the analysis  

Items SFL* t-value

Responsive market orientation (ρ
c
 = 0.85; ρ

v
 = 0.53)

We respond quickly to changed customer needs, wants and/or buying 
behaviour. 0.81 17.04
Business functions work in a co-ordinated way so as to satisfy the needs 
of our target markets. 0.79 16.31
We adapt the marketing mix (products, prices, distribution, 
communication) to the selected target markets. 0.70 13.88
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We respond quickly to competitors’ activities. 0.69 13.38
In the case of customer dissatisfaction or complaints we take corrective 
steps as fast as possible. 0.64 12.32
Proactive market orientation (ρ

c
 = 0.86; ρ

v
 = 0.55)

We examine problems customers may have with existing products in the 
market in order to off er a new or better solution to satisfy a need. 0.80 16.84
We try to recognise needs and wants which existing and potential 
customers are unaware of or which they do not want to disclose. 0.77 15.76
We examine which needs and wants customers may have in the future. 0.75 15.18
We work closely with lead customers who recognise their needs months 
or years before the majority of potential customers recognise them.  0.68 13.01
We develop new products that will satisfy still unexpressed customer 
needs. 0.67 12.99
Degree of novelty (ρ

c
 = 0.76; ρ

v
 = 0.45)

Degree of novelty for organisational methods (i.e. innovation in 
company organisation, management techniques, e.g. introduction of 
team work, a new employee training system) 0.72 12.34
Degree of novelty for processes (i.e. new or improved production or 
delivery process, e.g.  production automation, innovation in logistics 
etc.) 0.70 12.09
Degree of novelty for marketing approaches (i.e. in marketing 
communications, pricing, marketing channels, new market entry etc.) 0.62 10.57
Degree of novelty for products (i.e. new or improved products/services) 0.62 10.61
Innovation performance (ρ

c
 = 0.86; ρ

v
 = 0.56)

Sales of new products 0.86 18.44
New-product market share 0.80 16.69
New-product launch on time 0.72 14.44
Percent of new-product sales in total sales 0.71 14.09
Profi t of new products 0.63 12.08
Market performance  (ρ

c
 = 0.80; ρ

v
 = 0.67)

Customer satisfaction 0.91 15.94
Customer loyalty 0.72 12.78
Financial performance  (ρ

c
 = 0.80; ρ

v
 = 0.58)

Sales value 0.81 15.79
Sales growth 0.77 14.86
Gross profi t 0.69 12.85
*SFL: Standardised Factor Loadings 
Model fi t: χ2=400.61; df= 234; p<0.0001; GFI=0.906; NFI=0.895; TLI=0.944; CFI=0.953; RMSEA=0.047  

As seen in Table 2, the mean score of proactive market orientation is signifi cantly lower 
(mean=5.06; SD= 1.09) than the mean score of responsive market orientation (mean=5.36; 
SD= 1.00). Taking all four types of innovation into account, the average degree of novelty 
is very close to the scale midpoint (mean=3.98; SD= 1.17). With regard to performance, 
the mean score of market performance (mean=5.50; SD= 0.84) is signifi cantly higher 
than the mean scores of innovation performance (mean=4.63; SD= 1.20) and fi nancial 
performance (mean=4.91; SD= 1.01). 
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TABLE 2. Means and Standard Deviations 

Variables Number of 

items

Mean Standard 

Deviation

95% Confi dence 

Interval for Mean

Responsive market orientation 5 5.36 1.00 5.25 – 5.47
Proactive market orientation 5 5.06 1.09 4.94 – 5.18
Degree of novelty 4 3.98 1.17 3.86 – 4.11
Innovation performance 5 4.63 1.20 4.50 – 4.76
Market performance 2 5.50 0.84 5.41 – 5.59
Financial performance 3 4.91 1.01 4.80 – 5.02

Th e SEM method was applied in order to test the hypotheses about the relationships 
between both market orientations, degree of novelty, innovation performance, market 
performance and fi nancial performance. Th e analysis resulted in an adequate model 
fi t with the data (χ2=434.1; df=238; p<0.0001; GFI=0.900; TLI=0.936; CFI=0.945; RM-
SEA=0.050). It should be noted that the p-value is signifi cant, indicating a signifi cant 
diff erence between the observed sample and SEM estimated covariance matrices. How-
ever, according to Hair et al. (2005) the χ2 value is infl uenced by the sample size and the 
number of indicator variables, hence the researcher should not rely on only one good-
ness-of-fi t measure. For samples larger than 250 and models with more than 12 but less 
than 30 total indicator variables, the literature recommends CFI or TLI values above 0.92 
and RMSEA values less than 0.07 (Hair et al., 2005). Our fi t indices meet these criteria 
for establishing an acceptable goodness-of-fi t. 

Table 3 in Figure 2 summarise the results of testing the hypotheses. Th e fi ndings support 
the hypotheses that a proactive market orientation is positively related to the degree of 
novelty (H1B), the degree of novelty is positively related to innovation performance (H4), 
innovation performance is positively related to market performance (H5) and market 
performance is positively related to fi nancial performance (H6). On the other hand, no 
support was found for the relationship between a responsive market orientation and the 
degree of novelty (H1A), between both market orientations and innovation performance 
(H2A and H2B) and a direct relationship between both market orientations and market 
performance (H3A and H3B).   

TABLE 3. Baseline Model Results: Testing the Research Hypotheses 

H Antecedent Criterion Variable Standardised 

Path Coeff .

t* Result

H1A Responsive market 
orientation

Degree of novelty -0.19 -0.77 Not supported

H1B Proactive market 
orientation 

Degree of novelty 0.60 2.43 Supported

H2A Responsive market 
orientation

Innovation performance 0.41 1.95 Not supported

H2B Proactive market 
orientation

Innovation performance -0.08 -0.35 Not supported
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H3A Responsive market 
orientation

Market performance 0.01 0.03 Not supported

H3B Proactive market 
orientation

Market performance 0.34 1.68 Not supported

H4 Degree of novelty Innovation performance 0.34 4.40 Supported
H5 Innovation 

performance
Market performance 0.38 5.56 Supported

H6 Market performance Financial performance 0.57 8.16 Supported
* Signifi cant at p<0.05 if |t|>1.96

FIGURE 2: Results of hypotheses testing

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Th e study of a sample of 325 Slovenian companies that introduced a product, process, 
marketing and organisational innovation during the 2005-2007 period provide addi-
tional support for past research arguing that a higher degree of novelty enhances in-
novation performance which, in turn, enhances fi nancial performance through a posi-
tive impact on market performance. Further, our study reveals that only a proactive 
market orientation signifi cantly and positively impacts the degree of novelty, whereas 
the impact of a responsive market orientation is insignifi cant. Th e fi nding of a positive 
relationship between a proactive market orientation and the degree of novelty was ex-
pected since this form of market orientation addresses latent customer needs (Narver et 
al., 2004) and therefore focuses on exploring new knowledge and markets signifi cant-
ly distant from existing company experience (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 
2008). Our fi nding is also in line with Narver et al. (2004) who empirically confi rmed 
a positive relationship between a proactive market orientation and innovation orienta-
tion. However, in contrast to Narver et al. (2004) who report a positive, yet a weaker 
relationship also for a responsive market orientation, our study found no evidence of 
a signifi cant relationship between a responsive market orientation and the degree of 
novelty. Yet, our fi nding is in line with Radas and Božić (2009) who report an insignifi -
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cant relationship between a market orientation (measured by the “traditional” MKTOR 
scale) and incremental or radical innovation. 

Our study also reveals that a market orientation, whether responsive or proactive, has 
no direct impact on innovation performance. Our fi nding contradicts earlier empiri-
cal studies suggesting that both market orientations are important drivers of new-
product performance (e.g. Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 2008) or which re-
vealed a signifi cant impact at least for the proactive market orientation (e.g. Narver 
et al., 2004). Yet, with regards to a responsive market orientation, some other studies 
have also failed to confi rm its signifi cant impact on new-product performance (e.g. 
Narver et al., 2004; Langerak et al., 2004). Finally, our study reveals that both market 
orientations are positively, yet insignifi cantly related to market performance. While 
this fi nding contradicts several past researches that confi rm a signifi cantly positive 
relationship between a market orientation and business performance (e.g. Kirca et al., 
2005), it is consistent with a group of studies that fi nd only indirect eff ects of a mar-
ket orientation on business performance (e.g. Han et al., 1998; Langerak et al., 2004; 
Jimenez-Jimenez, 2008). 

In summary, our study suggests that neither a responsive nor a proactive market ori-
entation has a direct impact on innovation performance and business performance. 
Since results of our study are in many cases contrary to existing literature we discuss 
possible explanations for our results. Again, it should be noted that not all previous 
studies confi rmed a direct positive impact of a market orientation on innovation per-
formance (e.g. Langerak et al., 2004) and business performance (e.g. Han et al., 1998; 
Langerak et al., 2004; Jimenez and Jimenez, 2008; Merlo and Auh, 2009). For example, 
based on the review of 51 studies which addressed the market orientation-business per-
formance relationship between 1990 and 2002 Langerak (2003) concludes  that there 
is no unequivocal evidence as to if and when market orientation has a positive impact 
on business performance. On the other hand, a meta-analysis of 56 studies on the rela-
tionship between market orientation and performance conducted in 28 countries (El-
lis, 2006) reveals that in general the market orientation is a determinant of company 
performance. However, this relationship is not strong: the mean (corrected) size eff ect 
is 0.26. Less than 7% of the variation in company performance is associated with mar-
ket orientation (Ellis, 2006). A meta- analysis also reveals that the market orientation-
performance link is signifi cantly stronger in large and mature markets. Further, market 
orientation has a signifi cantly stronger impact on performance in the West (particu-
larly in the United States where the relationship is signifi cantly stronger in comparison 
to other geographical areas). Importantly, the relationship between market orientation 
and business performance in Eastern Europe (in a meta-analysis represented by Hunga-
ry, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) is among the weakest (r=0.195). In summary, these 
fi ndings clearly show that the market orientation-performance link is signifi cantly af-
fected by contextual factors (Ellis, 2006). In line with the above-mentioned meta-anal-
ysis the characteristics of Slovenian market (i.e., a very small, transitional economy in 
the South-Eastern Europe) can help us to explain insignifi cant eff ect of market orienta-
tion on performance found in our study. 
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Another possible explanation for our results might be the potential costs associated with 
market orientation. Atuahene-Gima et al. (2005) point that scholars present an overly 
positive view of responsive and proactive market orientation and neglect the potential 
costs associated with each dimension of market orientation that may diminish company 
performance. Th eir study revealed that innovation performance is enhanced when one 
form of market orientation is at higher level and the other is at lower level (Atuahene-Gi-
ma et al., 2005). Further, both market orientations may require diff erent organisational 
conditions to ensure positive infl uence on innovation performance. More specifi cally, 
Atuahena-Gima et al. (2005) report that a responsive market orientation is only positive 
related to new-product performance under specifi c conditions such as when strategic 
consensus among managers is high. On the other hand, the positive eff ect of proactive 
market orientation on new-product performance is stronger when learning orientation 
and marketing power are high (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005). Our study did not examine 
the impact of these organisational conditions which might reveal a better understanding 
of the impact of both market orientation also in the case of Slovenian companies.  

A third possible explanation for our results might be the subjective nature of the pre-
sented  study’s measures. We can argue that companies high on both orientations are 
more “market sensitive” and therefore likely to set very high performance goals and thus 
less likely to achieve them (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005). 

Although our study did not confi rm a direct positive impact of both market orientation 
on innovation and business performance, this fi nding does not diminish the importance 
of a market orientation. Instead, it suggests that both market orientations are required, 
yet are insuffi  cient for innovation performance and business performance. As Langerak 
et al. (2004) point out, the channelling eff ects of a market orientation are much more 
subtle and complex than the direct relationships between a market orientation and busi-
ness performance. Similarly, Tsai et al. (2008) conclude that the eff ects of a responsive 
and a proactive market orientation on new-product performance are more complex than 
previously theoretically argued and empirically examined.  

Further, although our study suggests that only a proactive market orientation signifi -
cantly impacts the degree of novelty, it would be wrong to conclude that a responsive 
market orientation is not important. According to Narver et al. (2004), a company must 
fi rst consider the customers’ expressed needs since they are in the consciousness of the 
customer. However, if a company relies solely on the customers’ expressed needs, it is 
very vulnerable economically. First, that is because it relies on customers’ best guesses 
when it develops new products and, second, because responsive market-oriented behav-
iours, in particular, can be successfully imitated by competitors (Narver et al., 2004).

Our fi ndings hold important managerial implications. Companies can improve their 
business performance by improving their innovation performance and hence they are 
advised to increase the degree of novelty as this leads to a higher innovation perform-
ance. An important driver of the degree of novelty is the level of proactive market orien-
tation. Companies should therefore invest resources in raising the level of their proactive 
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market orientation. Th ey can achieve this by investing resources into examining and 
satisfying latent and future customer needs, by examining problems customers may have 
with existing off erings and working closely with lead customers. Raising the level of a 
proactive market orientation is particularly important for Slovenian companies as our 
study reveals that proactive market-oriented behaviours are signifi cantly less developed 
than responsive market-oriented behaviours. Th is implies that Slovenian companies 
currently pay relatively more attention to understanding and satisfying their customers’ 
expressed needs than understanding and satisfying their customers’ latent needs. 

Our study contributes to the existing market orientation literature in several ways. 
First, we distinguish between a responsive and proactive market orientation. To date, 
marketing literature adopting both forms of market orientation is still very limited to 
theoretical discussions and a few empirical studies, mostly conducted in non-European 
countries (e.g. Narver et al., 2004; Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 2008; Voola 
and O’Cass, 2010). Second, past research into the entire chain of relationships between 
market orientation, innovation and business performance is still limited (e.g. Han et al., 
1998), in particular when considering both a responsive and a proactive market orienta-
tion. It is important to note, that all existing studies only partially examined the impact 
of both market orientations on innovation and business performance: one group of re-
searchers examined the impact of both market orientations on innovation performance 
(e.g. Narver et al., 2004; Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005, Tsai et al., 2008), whereas the other 
group of researchers examined the impact of both forms of market orientation on busi-
ness performance (e.g. Voola and O’Cass, 2010). To our knowledge, our study is the fi rst 
that simultaneously examines the entire chain of relationships between both market ori-
entations, the degree of novelty, innovation performance and business performance. Our 
study implies that the distinction between a responsive and proactive market orientation 
is important for better understanding the role of a market orientation in increasing the 
degree of novelty and consequently in improving business performance. Th ird, Menguc 
and Auh (2006) believe that in transitional economies a market orientation is still a novel 
concept and there is a limited understanding of whether a market orientation alone is 
suffi  cient or it needs to be complemented with other internal resources such as inno-
vativeness. Our fi ndings suggest that more complex models with indirect relationships 
between the two market orientations, innovation performance and business perform-
ance may be more appropriate than models with a direct relationship between a market 
orientation and business performance. We believe that this fi nding is an important con-
tribution towards a better understanding of the impact of market orientation on business 
performance, especially in transitional economies. 

Fourth, past research has been largely biased towards product innovation although inno-
vations can occur in any value-creating activity (Weerawardena, 2003). In our study we 
adopt a more comprehensive view of innovation by considering four types of innovation 
(i.e. product, process, marketing and organisational). 

Th is study also has a number of limitations that underpin several recommendations for 
future research. First, the measurement of a market orientation that encompasses both a 
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responsive and a proactive market orientation is still under development. Th us, further 
testing of the psychometric properties of the two scales is required. Second, although a 
distinction between the four types of innovation according to the Oslo Manual (2005) 
provides a more holistic view of innovation, it does not use an adequate set of criteria 
for the classifi cation. For example, a distinction is made between innovation related to 
a production and a marketing business function, but not between innovation related to 
other business functions. In addition, the degree of novelty for each type of innovation 
was only measured with a single item in our study. In future research, it is recommended 
to develop more items to measure the degree of novelty of each type of innovation in 
order to obtain a more reliable and valid measure. Th ird, it should be considered that a 
company can be proactive only in certain markets and/or product categories. As Menguc 
and Auh (2006) assert, a proactive market orientation may be essential for innovators 
and early adopters, but less required for late majorities and laggards. It is recommended 
that future research examine the relationships between both market orientations, in-
novation strategy and market position as well as the relative importance of both market 
orientations with respect to diff erent markets and/or product categories. Fourth, this 
study is cross-sectional. Th e impact of a market orientation on innovation and business 
performance as well as the impact of innovation on business performance can involve 
a considerable time lag and a longitudinal study in future research is therefore highly 
recommended. Fift h, the response rate in our study is relatively low (16%). However, a 
low response rate had been expected due to the survey being conducted on the Internet 
and the length of the questionnaire. In addition, the response rate is comparable to some 
similar studies (e.g. Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Baker and Sinkula, 2007; Voola and 
O’Cass, 2010). Last but not least, this study does not examine the moderator eff ects of the 
business environment such as market turbulence, technological turbulence and compet-
itive intensity. Tsai et al. (2008) suggest that with a high level of technological turbulence 
a responsive market orientation may become detrimental to new-product performance 
beyond a certain level. On the other hand, with a low level of technological turbulence 
or competitive intensity a proactive market orientation may become detrimental to new-
product performance beyond a certain level (Tsai et al., 2008).  

Th is study also does not examine possible diff erences in market orientation-innovation-
business performance relationships when considering company characteristics such as 
the main business sector (manufacturing vs. service organisations), size and type of the 
market (consumer vs. business markets). 

REFERENCES 

Antoncic, B. et al. (2007). Technological innovativeness and fi rm performance in Slovenia and Romania.  
Post-Communist Economies, 19 (3), 281-298.

Appiah-Adu, K. (1998). Market orientation and performance: empirical tests in a transition economy.  Jour-
nal of Strategic Marketing, 6 (1), 25–45.

Atuahene-Gima, K. (1995). An exploratory analysis of the impact of market orientation on new product de-
velopment. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 12 (4), 275-293.



ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW  |  VOL. 12  |  No.  4  |  2010258

Atuahene-Gima, K. (1996). Market orientation and innovation. Journal of Business Research, 35 (2), 93-
103.

Atuahene-Gima, K., Slater, S.F. & Olson, E.M. (2005). Th e contingent value of responsive and proactive mar-
ket orientations for new product program performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 22 (6), 
464-482.

Baker, W. E. & Sinkula, J. M. (2002). Market orientation, learning orientation and product innovation: delv-
ing into the organization’s black box. Journal of Market-Focused Management, 5 (1), 5-23.

Baker, W. & Sinkula, J. M. (2007). Does market orientation facilitate balanced innovation programs? An or-
ganizational learning perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 24 (4), 316-334. 

Bastič, M. (2004). Success factors in transition countries. European Journal of Innovation Management, 7 (1), 
65-79.

Bastič, M. (2007). Th e impact of market orientation on the innovation capability of Slovenian fi rms. Naše 
gospodarstvo, 53 (3/4), 31-38.

Berthon, P., Hulbert, J. M. & Pitt, L. (2004). Innovation or customer orientation? An empirical investigation. 
European Journal of Marketing, 38 (9/10), 1065-1090.  

Bower, J. L. & Christensen, C. M. (1995). Disruptive technologies: catching the wave. Harvard Business Re-
view, 73 (1), 43-53.

Cano, C.R., Carrillat, F.A. & Jaramillo, F. (2004). A meta-analysis of the relationship between market orienta-
tion and business performance: evidence from fi ve continents. International Journal of Research in Market-
ing, 21 (2), 179-200.

Chandy, R. K. & Tellis, G. J. (1998). Organizing for radical product innovation: the overlooked role of willing-
ness to cannibalize. Journal of marketing research, 35 (4), 474-487. 

Christensen, C. M. & Bower, J. L. (1996). Customer power, strategic investment, and the failure of leading 
fi rms. Strategic Management Journal, 17 (3), 197-218. 

Cooper, R. G. (1994). New products: the factors that drive success. International Marketing Review, 11 (1), 
60-76.

Cooper, R. G. & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (1995). Benchmarking the fi rm’s critical success factors in new product 
development. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 12 (5), 374-391.

Davila, T., Epstein, M. J. & Shelton, R. (2006). Making innovation work: how to manage it, measure it and profi t 
from it. Upper Saddle River: Wharton School Publishing.

Deshpande, R. & Farley, J.U. (2004). Organizational culture, market orientation, innovativeness, and fi rm 
performance: an international research odyssey. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 21 (1), 3-22.

Ellis, P. D. (2006). Market orientation and performance: a meta-analysis and cross-national comparisons. 
Journal of Management Studies, 43 (5), 1089-1107.

European Innovation Scoreboard 2009. Comparative analysis of innovation performance. http://www.proin-
no-europe.eu/metrics  

Fagerberg, J. (2005), “Innovation: a guide to the literature”, In: J. Fagerberg, D. C. Mowery and R. R. Nelson 
(eds.), Th e Oxford handbook of innovation (pp. 1–26), New York: Oxford University Press Inc.   
 



M. BODLAJ  |  THE IMPACT OF A RESPONSIVE AND PROACTIVE MARKET ORIENTATION ON ... 259

Gabrijan, V. et al. (2005). Th e impact of marketing resources on organizational performance. Naše gospo-
darstvo, 51 (5/6), 92-103. 

Gatignon, H. & Xuereb, J. (1997). Strategic orientation of the fi rm and new product performance. Journal of 
Marketing Research, 34 (1), 77-90.

Gonzalez-Benito, O., Gonzalez-Benito, J. & Munoz-Gallego, P.A. (2009). Role of entrepreneurship and mar-
ket orientation in fi rm’s success. European Journal of Marketing, 43 (3/4), 500-522.

Greenley, G. E. (1995). Market orientation and company performance: empirical evidence from UK compa-
nies. British Journal of Management, 6 (1), 1-13. 

Griffi  n, A. & Hauser, J. R. (1996). Integrating R&D and marketing: a review and analysis of the literature. 
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 13 (3), 191-215.

Griffi  n, A. & Page, A. L. (1996). PDMA success measurement project: recommended measures for product 
development success and failure. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 13 (6), 478-496.

Grinstein, A. (2008). Th e eff ect of market orientation and its components on innovation consequences: a 
meta-analysis. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36 (2), 166-173.

Gruca, T. S. & Rego, L. L. (2005). Customer satisfaction, cash fl ow, and shareholder value. Journal of Market-
ing, 69 (3), 115-130. 

Hair, J.F.Jr. et al. (2005). Multivariate data analysis. Upper Saddle River: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C. K. (1991). Corporate imagination and expeditionary marketing. Harvard Business 
Revie, 69 (4), 81-92.

Han, J. K., Kim, N. & Srivastava, R. K. (1998). Market orientation and organizational performance: is innova-
tion a missing link?. Journal of Marketing, 62 (4), 30-45.

Henard, D. H. & Szymanski, D. M. (2001). Why some new products are more successful than others. Journal 
of Marketing Research, 38 (3), 362-375.

Homburg, C. & Pfl esser, C. (2000). A multiple-layer model of market-oriented organizational culture: meas-
urement issues and performance outcomes. Journal of Marketing Research, 37(4), 449-462.

Hult, G. T. M., Hurley, R. F. & Knight, G. A. (2004).Innovativeness: its antecedents and impact on business 
performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 33 (5), 429-438.

Hurley, R. F. & Hult, G. T. M. (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and organizational learning: an integra-
tion and empirical examination. Journal of Marketing, 62 (3), 42-54.

Iršič, M. et al. (1999). Ali sta tržna naravnanost podjetij v Sloveniji in donosnost njihovih naložb povezani?. In 
Zbornik prispevkov 4. marketinške konference DMS (pp. 50-55). Portorož: Društvo za marketing Slovenije.

Jaworski, B., Kohli, A. & Sahay, A. (2000). Market-driven versus driving markets. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 28 (1), 45-54.

Jaworski, B.J. & Kohli, A.K. (1993). Market orientation: antecedents and consequences. Journal of Marketing, 
57 (3), 53-70.

Jensen, B. & Harmsen, H. (2001). Implementation of success factors in new product development – the miss-
ing links?. European Journal of Innovation Management, 4 (1), 37.



ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS REVIEW  |  VOL. 12  |  No.  4  |  2010260

Jimenez-Jimenez, D., Valle, R. S. & Hernandez-Espallardo, M. (2008). Fostering innovation: the role of mar-
ket orientation and organizational learning. European Journal of Innovation Management, 11 (3), 389-412.

Kaplan, R. S. & Norton, D. P. (2000). Uravnoteženi sistem kazalnikov (Th e Balanced Scorecard). Ljubljana: 
Gospodarski vestnik.

Kirca, A.H., Jayachandran, S. & Bearden, W.O. (2005). Market orientation: a meta-analytic review and assess-
ment of its antecedents and impact on performance. Journal of Marketing, 69 (2), 24-41.

Kohli, A.K., Jaworski, B. J.& Kumar, A. (1993). MARKOR: a measure of market orientation. Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 30 (4), 467-477.

Kotler, P. (2003). Marketing Management (11th ed.). Prentice Hall.  

Langerak, F. (2003). An appraisal of research on the predictive power of market orientation. European Man-
agement Journal, 21(4), 447-464. 

Langerak, F., Hultink, E. J. & Robben, H. S. J. (2004). Th e impact of market orientation, product advantage, 
and launch profi ciency on new product performance and organizational performance. Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, 21 (2), 79-94.

Ledwith, A. & O’Dwyer, M. (2008). Product launch, product advantage and market orientation in SMEs. 
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 15 (1), 96-110. 

Leskovar-Špacapan, G. & Bastič, M. (2007). Diff erences in organizations’ innovation capability in transition 
economy: internal aspect of the organizations’ strategic orientation. Technovation, 27 (9), 533-546. 

Lukas, B. A. & Ferrell, O.C. (2000). Th e eff ect of market orientation on product innovation. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (2), 239-247.

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J. T. & Özsomer, A. (2002). Th e eff ects of entrepreneurial proclivity and market orien-
tation on business performance. Journal of Marketing, 66 (3), 18-32.

Menguc, B. & Auh, S. (2006). Creating a fi rm-level dynamic capability through capitalizing on market orien-
tation and innovativeness. Journal of Marketing Science, 34 (1), 63-73.

Merlo, O. & Auh, S. (2009). Th e eff ects of entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation, and marketing 
subunit infl uence on fi rm performance. Marketing Letters, 20, 295-311.

Milfelner, B. (2009). Th e role of proactive and responsive market orientation in the development of a fi rm’s 
innovation resources. Naše gospodarstvo, 55 (1/2), 51-58.

Milfelner, B., Gabrijan, V. & Snoj, B. (2008a). Can marketing resources contribute to company performance?. 
Organizacija, 41 (1), 3–13.

Milfelner, B., Gabrijan, V. &d Snoj, B. (2008b).  Contribution to better understanding of internal marketing 
and its consequences. In 2nd International Scientifi c Marketing Th eory Challenges in Transitional Socities (pp. 
165-174), Zagreb: Faculty of Economics and Business.

Morgan, N. A., Clark, B. H. & Gooner, R. (2002). Marketing productivity, marketing audits, and systems for 
marketing performance assessment: integrating multiple perspectives. Journal of Business Research, 55 (5), 
363-375.

Narver, J.C, Slater, S.F. & Tietje, B. (1998). Creating a market orientation. Journal of Market-Focused Manage-
ment, 2 (3), 241-255.



M. BODLAJ  |  THE IMPACT OF A RESPONSIVE AND PROACTIVE MARKET ORIENTATION ON ... 261

Narver, J.C. & Slater, S.F. (1990). Th e eff ect of a market orientation on business profi tability. Journal of Mar-
keting, 54 (4), 20-35.

Narver, J.C., Slater, S.F. & MacLachlan, D.L. (2004). Responsive and proactive market orientation and new-
product success. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 21 (5), 334-347. 

Oslo Manual (2005). Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting Innovation Data. (3rd ed.) OECD.

Radas, S. & Božić, L. (2009). Th e antecedents of SME innovativeness in an emerging transition economy. 
Technovation, 29, 438-450.

Rejc, A. (2002). Vloga in pomen nefi nančnih informacij v okviru uspešnosti poslovanja podjetja – Teorija in 
empirična preverbal (A doctoral dissertation). Ljubljana: Ekonomska fakulteta.

Rojšek, I. & Konič, M. (2003). Market orientation and business performance of small fi rms in Slovenia. Ad-
vancing Entrepreneurship and Small Business, ICSB 48th World Conference Proceedings [CD], Belfast. 

Ruekert, R. W. (1992). Developing a market orientation: an organizational strategy perspective. International 
Journal of Research in Marketing, 9 (3), 225-245.

Sandvik, I. L. & Sandvik, K. (2003). Th e impact of market orientation on product innovativeness and business 
performance. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 20 (4), 355-376.

Sheth, J.N. & Sisodia, R.S. (1999). Revisiting marketing’s lawlike generalizations. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 27 (1), 71-87.

Slater, S. F. & Narver, J. C. (1995). Market orientation and the learning organization. Journal of Marketing, 
59 (3), 63-74.

Slater, S. F. & Narver, J. C. (1999). Research notes and communications: market-oriented is more than being 
customer-led.  Strategic Management Journal, 20 (12), 1165.

Song, M. X. & Montoya-Weiss, M. M. (1998). Critical development activities for really new versus incremental 
products. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 15(2), 124-135.

Srivastava, R. K., Shervani, T. A. & Fahey, L. (1998). Market-based assets and shareholder value: a framework 
for analysis. Journal of Marketing, 62 (1), 2-18.

Strategija razvoja Slovenije (2005). Ljubljana: Urad Republike Slovenije za makroekonomske analize in raz-
voj. (ed. Šušteršič, J., Rojec, M. and Korenika, K.). http://www.slovenijajutri.gov.si/fi leadmin/urednik/doku-
menti

Tsai, K., Chou, C. & Kuo, J. (2008). Th e curvilinear relationships between responsive and proactive market ori-
entations and new product performance: a contingent link. Industrial Marketing Management, 37 (8), 884-894.

Vazquez, R., Santos, M. L. & Alvarez, L. I. (2001). Market orientation, innovation and competitive strategies 
in industrial Firms. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 9 (1), 69-90.

Voola, R. & O’Cass, A. (2010). Implementing competitive strategies: the role of responsive and proactive 
market orientations. European Journal of Marketing, 44 (1/2), 245-266. 

Weerawardena J. (2003), Th e role of marketing capability in innovation-based competitive strategy. Journal 
of Strategic Marketing, 11 (1), 15-35. 

Wren, B. M., Souder, W. E. & Berkowitz, D. (2000). Market orientation and new product development in 
global industrial fi rms. Industrial Marketing Management, 29 (6), 601-611.


	The impact of a responsive and proactive market orientation on innovation and business performance
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1629226821.pdf.GGv_P

