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ABSTRACT 

 

TRANSFORMING POTENTIAL INTO PERFORMANCE: ESSAYS ON OPTIMIZING 

ORGANIZATION SUCCESS THROUGH THE ESTABLISHMENT AND 

CONTROL OF MARKETING CLIMATE 

 

David Catlett, PhD 

 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2012 

 

Supervising Professor: Lawrence Chonko 

This dissertation consists of three essays investigating the existence, definition and 

potential impact of a marketing climate within organizations and the ability of Chief Marketing 

Officers (CMOs) to effectively use a marketing climate to optimize the performance of their 

organizations.  

The first essay is a conceptual work and focuses on the structure, composition and 

integration of organizational culture and climate. A comprehensive analysis is completed of the 

substantial recent research of a wide variety of internal organizational factors that contribute to 

or influence organizational culture and climate, including the existing measures of market 

orientation, learning orientation, creativity, innovation, organizational structure, and strategic 

posture. Deficiencies identified in the application of these existing measures leads to the 

formulation of a new conceptual model for defining the psychosocial "prime value streams" and 

shared infrastructure elements associated with an organization's culture. Additionally, this new 

model supports proposed measurements of the organization's perception of each "prime value 



 

 

 

v 

 

stream" and infrastructure element in the form of a behaviorally-related climate, which can then 

be used to facilitate the design and optimization of the organization. 

Using the concepts formulated in the first essay, the second essay explores the details 

of how successful CMOs and marketing leaders typically approach the task of building and 

maintaining a suitable organizational culture that has the potential to foster a marketing-specific 

climate. The purpose of this research was to build on the knowledge provided by earlier 

research exploring existing climate and culture measures and create a marketing-specific 

approach. This essay culminated with the development of a marketing climate measurement 

instrument that encompasses elements not covered through the earlier measures. 

With the foundation and proposed marketing climate and measurement instrument 

provided by the second essay, the third essay explored the validation of the measurement 

instrument using a variety of organizations and methodologies. The results of this research 

validated the proposed measure of marketing climate, and substantiate its functionality and 

practicality for use as a tool by CMOs and marketing leaders to facilitate their management style 

and optimize their organizations' success. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview of the Challenges Facing Chief Marketing Officers (CMOs) 

Chief Marketing Officers (CMOs) have direct responsibilities across the broad areas of 

sales, product development, distribution channels, public relations, marketing communications, 

pricing, market research, and customer service. However, in order to achieve the organization's 

marketing objectives, the CMOs are reliant upon resources in functional areas outside of 

marketing such as production, information technology, legal, and finance. The CMO, probably 

more than any other senior executive, must indirectly influence the priorities and resources 

allocated across the full breadth and depth of the organization. The CMO must thus use 

leadership and management approaches that optimize organization performance through 

broad, yet indirect, actions across the entire organization.  

Today's CMOs are under tremendous pressure from many different directions to make 

greater contributions to their organizations. An August 2007 McKinsey Quarterly report, “The 

evolving role of the CMO,” highlighted the changes and challenges facing CMO's and their 

organizations: 

“As companies confront changing consumer behavior, increasingly important 

third-party scrutiny, and more diverse target markets and segments, they must 

broaden the roles of marketing and the CMO. Today, many chief marketers focus 

mainly on building brands, making advertising more effective, and perhaps 

market research. Although these responsibilities aren’t going away, CMOs must 

address several other areas as well: leading company-wide change in response 

to evolving buying patterns, stepping up efforts to shape a company’s public 
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profile, managing complexity, and building new marketing capabilities throughout 

the company as a whole. The relative importance of these new priorities will of 

course vary by company and industry, but the broad importance of reinventing 

the CMO’s role as a strategic activist is similar across them.” 

In his seminal work, Marketing Myopia, Levitt (1960) argued that all individuals in an 

organization need to adopt a marketing focus if the organization is to be most successful. As 

enlightening as this work was, Levitt gave no specific insight on how marketing, as either an 

activity/process or as an organizational leadership element, should be embedded within the 

organization to increase and optimize the organization's success. To date, no research 

describes how CMOs and marketing leaders guide their organizations to achieve the hoped for 

focus or success for which Levitt and the McKinsey Quarterly foresaw the need. However, there 

is available research that can serve as foundation for such a research endeavor. 

1.2 Factors Impacting the Marketing Performance of the Organization 

Considerable research has attempted to illustrate the factors impacting the marketing 

performance of organizations. The most substantially researched of these elements have 

included the factors of market orientation, learning orientation, creativity, innovation, 

organizational structure, and strategic posture on the marketing performance of organizations. 

However, in spite of their theoretical underpinnings and individually statistically significant 

results, for the most part the existing measures have not been researched collectively and 

simultaneously. Additionally, few of the measures for the above factors give much pragmatic 

insight or processes for leaders/managers such as CMOs to use in completing specific actions 

that would increase their organization's marketing success. For example, saying that market 

orientation positively influences firm performance provides insight into a beneficial relationship, 

but offers no actionable strategies or tactics that can be undertaken. Analysis of existing 

research indicates that many of the existing measures simultaneously span across what should 
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be considered as both culture elements and climate perceptions of the organization. A key 

question concerns the ability of the measures to capture the unique contributions and nuances 

of the longer-term culture and instantaneous climate individually. To the extent they do not, 

these inadequacies are readily and vividly demonstrated by decomposing the measures and 

pointing out their weaknesses in explaining or predicting the culture and/or climate that 

facilitates marketing success and overall organizational success. 

Another area of considerable prior research has been organizational culture and 

climate. Briefly, organizational culture has been shown to have a powerful influence on 

organizational effectiveness (Trice and Beyer, 1993) and has a positive impact on the levels of 

productivity, morale, commitment, emotional well-being, and health (Kozlowski, Chao, Smith, 

and Hedlund; 1993) within an organization.  

Organizational climate, although akin to organizational culture, is distinguishably 

different. Organizational climate is associated with the perceptions of organization members 

and reflects a contextual situation within the organization at a certain point in time (James and 

Sells, 1981). On the other hand, organizational culture is an evolved environment within which 

specific conditions and situations are embedded (Schein, 1985). Within this frame of reference, 

we can distinguish organizational climate from organizational culture in terms of their relative 

permanence. Organizational culture is the deeper and more enduring values, beliefs and 

behavioral norms within the organization (Ekvall, 1996). Organizational climate is more 

observable at the surface level (McNabb and Sepic, 1995). In effect, climate is a direct short-

term immediate perception of the long-term and more permanent culture within the organization. 

Since climate is the more immediate, observable and tacit element of the organization, it is thus 

more susceptible to change and successful efforts at improvement than organizational culture 

(McNabb and Sepic, 1995). 
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The Resource-Based View (RBV) of the firm validates the importance of an 

organization's culture and climate to organizational success. RBV suggests that only those firms 

with valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources and capabilities achieve 

sustainable competitive advantages (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993). In this context, one of the 

most critical resources of an organization is its present climate because it greatly impacts the 

organization's immediate competitive base by distinguishing the organization from other 

competing organizations at that point in time.   

In part due to the amount of time the above factors (market orientation, learning 

orientation, creativity, innovation, organizational structure, strategic posture, culture, and 

climate) have been under investigation and their perceived contribution to overall organization 

success, a substantial amount of research has attempted to replicate the earlier findings. 

Replicability has long been viewed as having a fundamental role in supportable research and an 

indispensable ingredient to a robust scientific process (Smith, 1970; Furchtgott, 1984; Amir & 

Sharon, 1990; Rosenthal, 1990; Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993). As pointed out by Hubbard and 

Vetter (1996), replications can serve to protect against the inclusion of erroneous results into 

research literature. Sawyer and Peter (1983) argued that balanced replications, where study 

conditions are combined with the manipulation of other substantive or methodological variables, 

helps to increase the confidence in the previous findings. Similarly, replications with extensions 

can be used to determine if the earlier research results can be generalized to other populations, 

organizations, geographical areas, time periods, measurement instruments, contexts, etc. by 

determining any potential impact to the initial findings caused by the scope and/or limits of the 

earlier research (Hubbard, Vetter and Little, 1998). Some attempts to replicate the earlier 

research for the factors of market orientation, learning orientation, creativity, innovation, 

organizational structure, and strategic posture have produced mixed, and at times confounding, 

results. Consequently, an opportunity exists to reapproach and readdress these factors with an 
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eye on balancing the replication of certain elements while also extending the research to 

incorporate "marketing climate" as a comprehensive view of the collective contribution of these 

factors, along with the broader long-term organizational culture, to organizational success. 

1.3 Dissertation Contents 

In this dissertation, it is asserted that an organization's culture can be a fulcrum point 

that can influence an entire organization's performance and that the instantaneous perception of 

the organization's ability to use its culture to reach its marketing objectives is reflected in the 

organization's "marketing climate." CMOs can work with the various elements of the 

organization, directly and indirectly, to create and manage an organizational culture that fosters 

a “marketing climate” that enhances the organization's ability to respond to the ever changing 

business environment. However, little is known of the processes used by CMOs to leverage 

their organization's culture in order to create a “marketing climate”. Consequently, if academics 

and practitioners are to understand and predict optimal performance through a marketing focus 

across all members of an organization, more information is needed on the specific processes 

that focus on the identifiable, measureable, and controllable elements of organizational culture 

that facilitate a “marketing climate”. 

This dissertation consists of three essays investigating the existence, definition and 

potential impact of a "marketing climate" within organizations and the ability of CMOs to 

effectively use a "marketing climate" to optimize the performance of their organizations.  

The first essay is conceptual. It focuses on the structure, composition and integration of 

organizational culture and climate. A comprehensive search of the recent literature identified a 

wide variety of internal organizational factors that have been proposed to contribute to or 

influence organizational success through a less-than-well-defined affiliation to culture and 

climate. The review includes examination of the existing measures of market orientation, 

learning orientation, creativity, innovation, organizational structure, and strategic posture. 
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Deficiencies identified in the application of these existing measures leads to the formulation of a 

new conceptual model for defining the psychosocial "prime value streams" and infrastructure 

elements associated with an organization's culture. Additionally, this new model supports 

proposed measurements of the organization's perception of each "prime value stream" and 

infrastructure element in the form of a behaviorally-related climate, which can then be used to 

facilitate the design and optimization of the organization. 

Using the concepts formulated in the first essay, the second essay explores the details 

of how successful CMOs and marketing leaders typically approach the task of building and 

maintaining a suitable organizational culture that has the potential to foster a marketing-specific 

climate. Prior research in this area was supplemented with depth interviews of marketing 

executives to gain insight leading to the creation of a new comprehensive, theory-based 

measure of marketing climate. The purpose of this research was to build on the knowledge 

provided by earlier research exploring existing climate and culture measures and create a 

marketing-specific approach that encompasses elements not covered through the earlier 

measures. This essay culminated with the development of a marketing climate measurement 

instrument that encompasses elements not covered through the earlier measures. 

The third essay expanded the results of the second essay by validating the previously 

developed measurement instrument for marketing climate across a range of organizations 

possessing varying degrees of marketing focus and intensity. The results of this research 

validated the proposed measure of marketing climate, and substantiated its functionality and 

practicality for use as a tool by CMOs and marketing leaders to facilitate their management style 

and optimize their organizations' success. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ESSAY 1: AN INTEGRATED CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR ORGANIZATIONAL MARKETING 
SUCCESS 

 
2.1 Overview 

The last two decades have seen increasing demands on all elements of organizations 

as they have been forced to compete in the global market place while also addressing rapidly 

changing environments. Considerable research has highlighted the varying degree that 

organizations have been able to foster and build organizational cultures that support optimum 

organization performance in the face of increasing pressure from customer expectations, 

technological advancements, globalization, and changes in regulations. A critical byproduct of 

organizational culture is a climate where organization members embrace the contribution of 

marketing concepts and behaviors as central to the organization's success. Consequently, a 

“marketing climate” can be viewed as a potentially powerful instrument for competitive 

advantage of organizations. 

2.2 Literature Review  

2.2.1 Factors Influencing Organizational Marketing Performance 

Substantial recent research has highlighted the variety of internal organizational factors 

that contribute to or influence organizational marketing performance. The predominant factors 

researched have included creativity, innovation, market orientation, learning orientation, 

organizational structure, and strategic posture. A broad summary of the prior research is 

highlighted in Table 2.1 below. 
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Table 2.1: Prior Research on Factors Contributing to Organization Performance 

Research 
Factors Included in Research 

Market 
Orientation 

Learning 
Orientation 

Creativity 
Organization 

Structure 

Strategic 
Posture 

Innovation 

Agarwal, Erramilli, and Chekitan (2003) Yes      

Appiah-Adu (1997) Yes      

Appiah-Adu (1998) Yes      

Atuahene-Gima (1996) Yes      

Au and Tse (1995) Yes      

Baker and Sinkula (1999a) Yes Yes     

Baker and Sinkula (1999b) Yes Yes    Yes 

Balakrishnan (1996) Yes      

Barrett, Balloun, and Weinstein (2005) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Becherer and Maurer (1997) Yes      

Bhuian (1997) Yes      

Bhuian (1998) Yes      

Burns and Stalker (1961)    Yes Yes  

Cadogan, Cui and Li (2003) Yes      

Cadogan, Diamantopoulos and Siguaw (2002) Yes      

Cano, Cynthia, Carrillat, and Jaramillo (2004) Yes      

Carmi and Tishler (2006)   Yes    

Caruana, Pitt & Berthon  (1999) Yes      

Caruana, Ramaseshan & Ewing (1997) Yes      

Caruana, Ramaseshan & Ewing (1998a) Yes      

Caruana, Ramaseshan & Ewing (1998b) Yes      

Caruana, Ramaseshan & Ewing (1999) Yes      

Cervera, Molla & Sanchez (2001) Yes      

Dawes (2000) Yes      

Deshpandé and Farley (1999) Yes      

Deshpandé and Farley (1998) Yes      

Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993)      Yes 

Diamantopoulos and Hart (1993) Yes      

Dobni and Luffman (2000) Yes      

Doyle and Wong (1998) Yes      

Ekvall (1996)   Yes   Yes 

Farrell (2000) Yes      
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Table 2.1 - Continued 

Research 
Factors Included in Research 

Market 
Orientation 

Learning 
Orientation 

Creativity 
Organization 

Structure 
Strategic 
Posture 

Innovation 

Fong (2003)   Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Gray, Greenley, Matear, and Matheson (1999) Yes      

Gray and Hooley (2002) Yes      

Gray, Matear, and Matheson (2000) Yes      

Greenley (1995) Yes      

Grewal and Tansuhaj (2001) Yes      

Grinstein (2008) Yes Yes    Yes 

Han, Kim, and Srivastava (1998) Yes     Yes 

Harris (2001) Yes      

Harris and Ogbonna (2001) Yes      

Hayton (2005)  Yes Yes  Yes  

Heeseok and Byounggu (2003)  Yes Yes    

Homburg and Pflesser (2000) Yes      

Hult and Ketchen Jr. (2000) Yes      

Hurley and Hult (1998) Yes      

Im and Workman (2004) Yes  Yes    

Jaworski and Kohli (1993) Yes      

Jaworski and Kohli (1996) Yes      

Kahn (2001) Yes      

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) Yes      

Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) Yes      

Kontoghiorghes, Awbrey, and Feurig, (2005)  Yes Yes   Yes 

Kumar, Subramanian and Yauger (1998) Yes      

Kwon and Hu (2000) Yes      

Lafferty and Hult (2001) Yes      

LaForge, Ingram and Cravens (2009)     Yes  

Langerak (2001) Yes      
Langerak, Hutlink and Robben (2000) Yes      

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967)    Yes Yes  

Martins and Terblanche (2003)   Yes Yes  Yes 

Matsuno and Mentzer (2000) Yes    Yes  

Matsuno, Mentzer, and Ozsomer (2002) Yes      

Matsuno, Mentzer, and Rentz (2005) Yes      

Mavondo (1999a) Yes      
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Table 2.1 - Continued 

Research 
Factors Included in Research 

Market 
Orientation 

Learning 
Orientation 

Creativity 
Organization 

Structure 
Strategic 
Posture 

Innovation 

Mavondo (1999b) Yes      

Mavondo, Cimhanzi, and Stewart (2005) Yes Yes    Yes 

Mavondo and Farrell (2000) Yes      

Miller (1983)    Yes Yes  

Moorman and Miner (1997)   Yes Yes   

Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, and Strange (2002)   Yes Yes Yes  

Murray and Carter (2005) Yes Yes     

Narver and Slater (1990) Yes      

Narver, Slater, and MacLachlan (2004) Yes     Yes 

Ngai and Ellis (1998) Yes      

Noble, Sinha, and Kumar (2002) Yes      

Pelham (1997) Yes      

Pelham (1999) Yes      

Pelham (2000) Yes      

Pelham and Wilson (1996) Yes      

Perry and Shao (2002) Yes      

Pitt and Berthon (1996) Yes      

Provitera, Hair, Johnson and Plank (2002) Yes      

Pulendran, Speed and Widing (2000) Yes      

Raju and Lonial (2002) Yes      

Raju, Lonial and Gupta (1995) Yes      

Rapp, Schillewaert and Wei Hao (2008) Yes     Yes 

Rose and Shoham (2002) Yes      

Ruekert (1992) Yes      

Sandvik and Sandvik (2003) Yes      

Sargeant and Mohamad (1999) Yes      

Selnes, Jaworski, and Kohli (1996) Yes      
Shipto, Fay, West, Patterson, and Birdi (2005)  Yes Yes   Yes 

Shoham and Rose (2001) Yes      

Siguaw, Brown and Widing  (1994) Yes      

Siguaw and Honeycutt (1995) Yes      

Sin, Tse, Yau, Lee, Chow and Lau (2000) Yes      

Sinkula (1994)  Yes     

Slater and Narver (1994a) Yes      
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Table 2.1 - Continued 

Research 
Factors Included in Research 

Market 
Orientation 

Learning 
Orientation 

Creativity 
Organization 

Structure 
Strategic 
Posture 

Innovation 

Slater and Narver (1994b) Yes      

Slater and Narver (1995) Yes Yes     

Slater and Narver (2000) Yes    Yes  

Slater and Olson (2000)     Yes  

Soehadi, Hart and Tagg (2001) Yes      

Stone and Wakefield (2000) Yes      

Subramanian and Gopalakrishna (2001) Yes      

Tay and Morgan (2002) Yes      

Turnipseed (1994)   Yes   Yes 

Van Egeren and O’Connor (1998) Yes      

Von Nordenflycht (2007)   Yes    

Wood, Bhuian and Kiecker (2000) Yes      

Yau, McFetridge, Chow, Lee, Sin, and Tse 
(2000) 

Yes      
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In the cited earlier research, efforts were focused on identifying the impact of these 

factors on the overall performance of the organizations. The fundamental paradigm and model 

for the prior research is shown in Figure 2.1 below. 

Organizational

Performance

Results

Learning

Orientation

Market
Orientation

Creativity

Strategic
Posture

Organization
Structure

Innovation

 

Figure 2.1: Fundamental Paradigm and Model for Prior Research 

 

Only a very few of the earlier cited research efforts attempted to identify the correlations 

between the researched factors or the moderating and/or mediating relationships between 

these factors and overall organizational performance. Additionally, as shown in Table 2.1, these 

prior research efforts looked at only a limited number of the six factors at any one time. 

The following paragraphs discuss in greater detail the prior research for each of the 

cited factors and their influence on organizational performance results. 
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2.2.1.1 Creativity and Innovation  

The prior research on creativity’s contribution to the culture and climate within 

organizations spans across a range of perspectives, from the creative process (Baxter, 1995), 

individual creativity (Kirton, 1989), and the organizational climate (Amabile, 1999). Within the 

context of this research, the implications of creativity within the composite organizational climate 

are most relevant. As shown by Damanpour (1991), people’s willingness to express their 

creativity is greatly impacted by the organizational climate.  

Rhodes (1961) conceptualized and described creativity as: (a) the individual personality 

traits that facilitate the generation of new ideas, (b) the process of generating new ideas, (c) 

outcomes of creative processes, and (d) environments conducive to new ideas and behaviors. 

These four perspectives have led to a range of definitions of creativity within the organizational 

setting. Martins and Terblanche (2003) defined creativity as the capacity to generate new and 

valuable ideas for processes, procedures, products, and services. Sternberg (1999) defined 

organizational creativity as the ability to produce work that is both appropriate (i.e., useful) and 

novel (i.e., original). Amabile (1996) described creativity as the set of qualities of responses or 

products that appropriate observers would judged as being creative. As can be seen, creativity 

is a diffuse and complex construct with little consensus of the definition (Sternberg, 1999; 

Isaksen et al., 2001). 

Innovation, according to Drucker (1985), is associated with purposeful change. Drucker 

believed innovation existed in two forms: (1) an attitude that results in the capacity to imagine 

what does not currently exist or (2) a process with different stages extending from an idea to its 

implementation. Abernathy and Clark (1985) described how innovation is concerned with the 

initial market introduction of a new process or product or that either entrenches or disrupts an 

organizations existing competencies. Hargadon (2003) contends that innovation is 

fundamentally the recombining of existing ideas into different relationships. Tidd, Bessant and 
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Pavitt (2001), described innovation as one of the core processes that organizations use to 

optimize and renew the generation and delivery of outputs. 

Even taking into the consideration the variations within the above descriptions, creativity 

can generally be identified with the generation of ideas, while innovation implies the 

transformation of ideas into new products or services. Innovation can thus be seen as the 

implementation of the results of creativity. Shalley and Gilson (2004) support this contention by 

stating “Creativity differs from innovation in that innovation refers to the implementation of 

ideas”. Thus it can be said that creativity is part of the greater innovation process.  

The initial step for any organization in creating attitudes that are supportive of creativity 

and to the long-running development of new products is to incorporate innovation as one of the 

primary goals of the organization. As described by Martins and Terblanche (2003), the 

organization will achieve creativity and innovation when has shared visions and missions. 

Organizational strategies that are innovation-oriented encourage the adoption of long-term 

perspectives toward innovation, which also encourages new idea generation and risk-taking. 

These organizational strategies lead to project plans that are focused on short-term creative 

problem solving and to a range of subsequent innovation initiatives. In the current environment, 

where innovations are promptly imitated or in some cases become obsolete quite quickly, the 

theory of sustainable comparative advantage almost seems part of a bygone era. According to 

Jacobson (1992), one of the most important factors of organizational strategy is a firm's 

“nimbleness”, which he defined as the organization’s ability to rapidly exploit dissipating and 

changing opportunities. 

Effective application of the organizational strategies depends on the availability and 

allocation of resources (such as money, people and time) to the new ideas and innovative 

projects (Rodriguez, 2002; Martins and Terblanche, 2003).  
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Hauser (1998) described how an organization’s basic orientation toward innovation is 

directly related to its organizational culture. However, Amabile and Gryskiewicz (1989) pointed 

out that the individual’s perception of the organization's culture has a more crucial effect on 

employees’ creativity than the objective work environment within the organization. Cultural 

elements within the organization -- such as shared values, beliefs, and routine behaviors -- 

impact the free flow of ideas that subsequently favor innovation. Thus, cultural elements of the 

organization influence the level and frequency of creative occurrences. Cultural aspects of the 

organization also affect workers’ satisfaction and knowledge levels, which subsequently impact 

their capacity to adapt to changes and to foster enabling communications. For example, 

research has shown that the acceptance of new perspectives is greatly facilitated by open and 

dynamic contact between departments, teams, and  individuals (Martins and Terblanche, 2003; 

Mumford et al., 2002). Consequently, these traits are particularly relevant and evident in 

organizational cultures that strive to stimulate creativity and achieve high levels of innovation. 

2.2.1.2 Organization Structure  

Freedom (such as empowerment, autonomy, and decision-making authority) and 

flexibility (as with job rotation programs) are highly regarded values and behavioral norms  in 

organizations (Martins and Terblanche, 2003; Mumford, et al., 2002). Research by Fong (2003) 

illustrated how teams and groups interacting together can have a substantial impact on the 

ability of organizations to foster creativity and innovation and the eventual development of new 

products. In order for creativity and innovation to occur, the organization structure must provide 

conditions and competencies supportive of a dynamic composition of ideas and ways of work. 

Burgelman (1983) highlighted the importance of managers establishing organizational 

structures and managerial approaches that facilitate collaboration between the entrepreneurial 

individuals and elements of an organization. 
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2.2.1.3 Market Orientation 

Since the 1970s, much research has been devoted to establishing empirical support for 

the concept of market orientation within the greater marketing concept (Gray et al., 1998). In his 

seminal work in this area, Levitt (1960) set the course for changing management thought by 

asking researchers and managers to more clearly define their relevant industry and by having a 

customer orientation, rather than focusing solely on selling or production of goods and services. 

According to Levitt, “… management must think of itself not as producing products but as 

providing customer-creating value satisfactions”. This must be pushed “… into every nook and 

cranny of the organization” (Levitt, 1960).  

Taking this evolution further, Kotler (1977) stated that organizations need to be 

“marketing-minded” in order to achieve stable long-term growth. Kotler developed and illustrated 

a marketing effectiveness audit and encouraged all organizations to undertake a formal system 

for short-term (annual) and long-term (strategic) planning of their marketing. Houston (1986) 

redefined the marketing concept by pointing out that adopting a customer orientation should be 

based on an a well qualified measurement and  acceptance of the associated costs. In taking 

the term “market oriented” even further, Shapiro (1988) more clearly defined the characteristics 

evident in a market-driven company. Shapiro identified the three characteristics of a market-

driven company as: (1) an understanding of the market and customers, (2) interfunctional and 

interdivisional decision-making, and (3) divisions and functions must strive to coordinate and 

execute their decisions with commitment. Deshpande and Webster (1989) examined the 

process of marketing cognition within an organization and established the linkages between 

successful marketing orientations and organizational culture.  

Although there is no universal consensus, the definitions of market orientation proposed 

by Kohli and Jaworski (1990), Narver and Slater (1990), and Deng and Dart (1994), are 

generally accepted. Market orientation is encompassed by three broad organizational activities: 
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market intelligence, integration and dissemination of such intelligence across departments, and 

the coordinated design and execution of the organization’s strategic response to market 

opportunities. The Narver and Slater model of market orientation is unique and particularly 

relevant as it substantiates linkages between the learning organization and competitive 

advantage (Slater and Narver, 1995). 

Today's firms, whether local or global, must confront the consistent realities of 

managing and surviving economic crises. Grewel and Tansuhaj (2001) investigated the role of 

strategic flexibility and market orientation in facilitating the abilities of firms to manage crises. 

The results of their research demonstrated the conditional nature that market orientation and 

strategic flexibility have on the performance of a firm in the aftermath of a crisis. They found that 

market orientation has an adverse impact on the performance of a firm after a crisis, as they 

had hypothesized. They also found that the effect of market orientation is enhanced by 

competitive intensity and is moderated by technological uncertainty and demand. These results 

for market orientation were in contrast with the impact of strategic flexibility, which had a 

positive influence on firm performance after a crisis, was enhanced by competitive intensity, and 

was moderated by demand and technological uncertainty. Grewel and Tansuhaj (2001) 

subsequently concluded that market orientation and strategic flexibility complement each other 

in helping firms to effectively and efficiently manage varying environmental conditions. 

2.2.1.4 Organizational Learning 

Organizational learning theory provides a basis for understanding how organizations 

process information related to their environment and formulate responsive behavior that is 

appropriate to this information. Organizational learning theory ensconces two relevant major 

learning activities within the organization: knowledge transformation and behavioral change. 

Garvan (1993) proposes that organizations oriented towards learning are skilled at both of these 

activities by creating, acquiring, and transferring knowledge, and by modifying their behavior to 
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reflect the new knowledge and insights. Organizational learning can be a form of competitive 

advantage when market orientation ability is used as a managed resource (Day and Wensley, 

1988). Similarly, Day and Wensley classified the skills that market orientation requires as a 

distinctive capability that is more evident in organizations with high levels of learning orientation. 

Research has shown that the development of new knowledge or insights through 

organizational learning influences organizational behavior (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Sinkula, 1994). 

The organizational process entails a three-stage process which includes: (1) the acquisition of 

information, (2) the dissemination of information, and (3) the shared interpretation (Sinkula, 

1994). These three processes for organizational learning are very close to the processes 

described earlier for market orientation. 

Grant (1996) argued that one of the primary roles of any organization is to integrate the 

tacit knowledge held by the organization members into deliverable goods and services. As 

described by Nonaka (1994), organizational knowledge is fundamentally created when there is 

a continuous exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge between the organization members. 

Thus, the primary strategic task of organizational management is to establish the coordination 

necessary for this dialog and the integration of the newly developed knowledge through a 

learning orientation.  

As pointed out by Spender (1996), organizational knowledge should not be defined as a 

positivist form of asset owned by the organization. Rather, managers should design and shape 

their organizations to incorporate learning and new knowledge as a qualitative aspect of the 

day-in, day-out operations. Ultimately, it is the ability of the organization members to take part in 

the learning process, through an organizational learning orientation, that makes that knowledge 

meaningful to the individuals and to the organization collectively. 
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2.2.1.5 Organization Structure 

Prior research (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Miller, 1983) 

suggests that “organic” structures facilitate organizations in responding more rapidly to 

changing forces in those environments that are filled with uncertainty and unpredictability. 

Likewise, this same research indicates that in environments where organizations are not forced 

to provide rapid responses to changes, “mechanistic” structures are better suited. These two 

radically different management structures and styles include different elements that allow the 

organization to respond in different ways to different technological and market changes.  

• The organic style is characterized by an informal organization that is highly flexible 

and encourages communication widely across and throughout the organization with 

little consideration for the formal management hierarchy. Duties and responsibilities 

across the organic structure are constantly reshaped as situations and demands of 

the environment change. 

• The mechanistic style, on the other hand, has a very formal hierarchy of authority, 

strictly defined duties and responsibilities, and highly structured channels of 

communication.  

According to Burns and Stalker (1961), the organic and mechanistic styles are “ideals”, 

each at opposite ends of the spectrum, and that in actuality most organizations contain different 

levels of the varying elements of the two styles. 

Khandwalla (1977) examined the relationship between the organic and mechanistic 

organization structures and firm performance in large Canadian firms within the context of either 

hostile or benign environmental conditions. Khandwalla found that in hostile industries (those 

characterized by intense, diverse, and shifting competitive pressures), high-performing firms 

adopted organic structures. Khandwalla also found that in benign industries (those with minimal 

competitive pressure) high performing companies adopted more mechanistic structures. 
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Clearly, a degree of caution must be exercised when generalizing the results of Khandwalla’s 

research to other organizations such as small businesses or non-profit organizations. However, 

Khandwalla’s research results, in combination with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory-based assertions, 

support the contention that organic structures are better suited to hostile environments than 

mechanistic structures. 

2.2.1.6 Strategic Posture 

Miller (1983) described strategic posture as a firm’s broad, overall competitive 

orientation. Strategic posture runs along the continuum from highly conservative through to 

highly entrepreneurial. This entrepreneurial-conservation orientation of a firm encompasses the 

degree to which managers have the tendency to take risks, favor change and innovation, and 

compete aggressively with other firms. Top managers and leaders in entrepreneurial firms 

engage in product-market innovation and undertake somewhat risky ventures; these 

organizations are “first movers” in their industries by developing and fielding “proactive” 

innovations. The strategic posture of entrepreneurial firms approximates to Miles and Snow's 

(1978) prospector firms and Mintzberg's (1973a) entrepreneurial organizations. On the other 

hand, a conservation oriented firm innovates to a much lesser degree, is risk averse, and 

follows the lead of competitors. The strategic posture of conservation oriented firms is roughly 

the same as Miles and Snow's (1978) defender firms and Mintzberg's (1973a) adaptive 

organizations. 

Khandwalla (1976/77), Miller (1983), and Miller and Friesen (1983) described hostile 

environments as those with substantial industry constraints, intense competition, relatively 

overwhelming business climates, and a general lack of opportunities that are exploitable. On the 

other hand, they described non-hostile environments as a relatively benign setting for business 

operations with bountiful marketing opportunities and relatively broad and deep investments. 

Large, established firms have substantial difficulties surviving and growing in hostile 
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environments (Hall, 1980). Small firms in hostile environments typically find that they have 

limited resource availability and poorer abilities to survive any bad decisions by managers, 

which leaves them a great deal more challenged than their large business counterparts.  

As described by Covin and Slevin (1989), small firms in hostile environments may 

benefit in particular from an entrepreneurial strategic posture. They contend that to be 

successful in hostile environments, businesses must more frequently orient their competitive 

efforts to the conditions prevailing at the time, doing so by aggressively gaining or maintaining a 

competitive advantage. The innovative, proactive, and risk-taking initiatives of entrepreneurial 

firms will more likely produce and sustain this competitive advantage than is possible with the 

passive and reactive responses of conservative firms. 

2.2.2 Summary of Conclusions of Prior Research for these Factors 

As describe above, considerable research has been completed on each of the six 

factors. This research has included models where only one of the six factors was used as well 

as models where multiple factors were used at the same time. Additionally, various moderating 

variable were included with some of the models, although their use was inconsistent and non-

parallel across the spectrum of research and had mixed findings of significance depending on 

the factors used. 

Figure 2.2 below summarizes and illustrates the fundamental conclusions drawn from 

the prior research with the six described factors as described above. Generally, the independent 

variables of market orientation, learning orientation, creativity, and innovation were found to 

have a positive relationship with the dependent variable of organizational performance results.  
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Learning
Orientation

Market
Orientation

Creativity

Strategic
Posture

Organization
Structure

Organizational
Performance

Results
Innovation

Positive Relationships: 
Increasing levels of each 

factor leads to higher levels of 
organizational performance

Entrepreneurial orientation leads to 
higher organizational performance

Loosely structured organizations 
have higher performance

 

Figure 2.2: Conclusions of Prior Research 

Similarly, research found that higher organizational performance occurred when the 

strategic posture of the organization was entrepreneurial rather than conservative. 

For the factor of organization structure, research generally found that loosely structured, 

informal organizations have higher performance than the very formal and highly "mechanistic" 

organizations. 

2.2.3 Weaknesses in the Prior Research Models 

Numerous weaknesses detract from the fundamental paradigm for the earlier research 

associated with the above six factors. 

For example, there are no clear indications of how these six factors interrelate with 

each other. Although there have been a few research efforts that attempted to look at multiples 

of the six factors in the same research effort, as shown in Table 2.1, there are no 

comprehensive efforts that looked at all of them, or even most of them, at the same time. This is 

a serious detraction. 
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Additionally, there is no clear indication of the theoretical or pragmatic time relationship 

between the six factors and organizational performance. It may be entirely possible that 

relationships exist but cannot be identified due to the time lag between application of a factor 

and the resulting consequences on organization performance. 

Another issue that has not been addressed is the impact that organizational 

performance may have on the factors themselves. To what degree does success in 

organizational performance serve to alter the six factors through some sort of feedback channel 

that is not considered in the models? 

Since the earliest time that market orientation research began, organizational culture 

and climate variables have always been included as antecedents. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) 

recognized three groups of organizational antecedents to market orientation: (1) senior 

management factors, which they identified as top management emphasis and risk aversion; (2) 

interdepartmental dynamics and; (3) organizational systems. In later research, Kirca, 

Jayachandran, and Bearden (2005) completed an extensive meta-analysis of 114 market 

orientation studies, in which they identified seven antecedent variables within the three rubrics 

identified by Kohli and Jaworski (1990). These included: (1) top management emphasis; (2) 

interdepartmental connectedness; (3) interdepartmental conflict; (4) formalization; (5) 

centralization; (6) market-based reward systems; and (7) market-oriented training.  

The marketing-related consequences of all of the factors listed above (creativity, 

innovation, market orientation, learning orientation, organizational structure, strategic posture, 

organization culture, and organization climate) have been generally organized into four 

categories: (1) organizational performance, (2) customer consequences (quality, customer 

loyalty, and customer satisfaction), (3) innovation consequences (innovativeness and new 

product performance), and (4) employee consequences (organizational commitment, team 

spirit, customer orientation, role conflict, and job satisfaction). However, there has been little 
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comprehensiveness or consistency with which these consequences have been researched, 

individually or collectively, with the other factor(s) at any particular point in time. 

Another area that has failed to achieve consistent research emphasis is the impact of 

moderators. For example, Grewal and Tansuhaj (2001) and Slater and Narver (1994) identified 

three substantive moderators for market orientation (i.e., market/environmental turbulence, 

technological turbulence, and competitive intensity).  However, these three moderators were 

only scantily researched with respect to the other factors that impact the organizational 

performance. Consequently, the applicability and significance of these moderators is mostly still 

unexplored. 

Lastly, there is no clear indication that marketing managers and executives are actually 

aware of, consciously measure, and proactively control these factors on a routine basis. In fact, 

most of these factors are completely outside of the control of the marketing managers, even the 

CMO. Even if attempts were made to measure and alter these factors, it is unclear where 

managers and CMOs should apply the appropriate leverage, i.e., directly to the factor, on an 

antecedent, or on a moderator. Given this limited ability to use these factors in their daily control 

of the marketing operations and pursuit of the organization's marketing objectives, the 

contribution of these factors as tools of management appear to be severely limited. 

2.3 Initial Evolution of a Better Research Model 

The primary objective of this present research is to conceive and develop an improved 

conceptual model that overcomes most of the weaknesses identified in the earlier research 

paradigm. Initially evolving this new conceptual model entails a three step process that 

sequentially addresses the key weaknesses of the earlier research by incorporating key 

theoretical constructs that have been well-substantiated by other research. The three steps are 

described in sequence below. 
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2.3.1 Three Step Process to Address Weaknesses 

2.3.1.1 Step 1: Clarify the Most Critical Antecedents 

Although even the earliest market orientation research identified organizational culture 

and climate variables as critical antecedents, virtually none of the prior research models defined 

and measured the culture and climate antecedents in the same form as classical organizational 

research. Contemporary organizational research has shown that culture and climate consist of 

the values, beliefs, norms, and perceptions of the people in the organization, as well as a 

degree of infrastructure provided by the organization in the form of various tangible and 

intangible artifacts. Consequently, any new conceptual model needs to evaluate and explain 

culture and climate in their truly applicable positions within the model and include the relevant 

elements. Accomplishing this tasks requires a considerable investigation of how organization 

culture and climate are defined and how they interact within the context of a market-oriented 

organization. That investigation will be covered in detail in section 2.4 below. 

2.3.1.2 Step 2: Elaborate on the Most Critical Marketing Activities 

Research has shown that organizations can develop a sustainable competitive 

advantage by effectively and efficiently handling their most critical marketing activities (e.g., 

Hult, 1998; Slater and Narver, 1995). Research by Vorhies and Morgan (2005) identified the 

specific capabilities and activities used to transform resources into valuable outputs (Day, 

1994a; Vorhies and Morgan, 2003) and the capabilities organization must have in order to 

successfully develop and execute their marketing strategy using the classical marketing mix 

(Capron and Hulland, 1999; Day, 1994a; Morgan, et al., 2003). Vorhies and Morgan (2005) 

further identified eight distinct marketing capabilities that contribute to the performance of 

market-oriented businesses as shown in Table 2.2 below. 
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Table 2.2: Distinct Capabilities and Activities of a Market-Oriented Organization 

Marketing 
Capability/Activities 

Description Example Supporting 
Research 

Product development the processes by which firms develop 
and manage product and service 
offerings 

Dutta, Narasimhan, and 
Rajiv (1999) 

Pricing the ability to extract the optimal 
revenue from the firm’s customers 

Dutta, Zbaracki, and 
Bergen (2003) 

Channel management the firm’s ability to establish and 
maintain channels of distribution that 
effectively and efficiently deliver 
value to end-user customers  

Weitz and Jap (1995) 

Marketing 
communications 

the firm’s ability to manage customer 
value perceptions 

McKee et al. (1992) 

Selling the processes by which the firm 
acquires customer orders  

Shapiro, Slywotzky, and 
Doyle (1997) 

Market information 
management  

the processes by which firms learn 
about their markets and use market 
knowledge  

Day (1994a); Menon and 
Varadarajan (1992) 

Marketing planning the firm’s ability to conceive 
marketing strategies that optimize the 
match between the firm’s resources 
and its marketplace  

Morgan et al. (2003) 

Marketing 
implementation 

the processes by which intended 
marketing strategy is transformed 
into realized resource deployments  

Noble and Mokwa (1999) 

 

In essence, the above eight capabilities and activities can be classified as the essential 

elements of "Doing the Right Things" and "Doing Things Right". The results of the research 

highlighted in Table 2.2 provide strong and consistent support that these activities provide a 

positive impact on the behavior of customers of the organization, such as increased levels of 

consumption, satisfaction and positive word-of-mouth (WOM). 

2.3.1.3 Step 3: Identify the Managerial and Leadership Leverage Points 

Marketing managers and leaders must be able to provide their leverage on certain 

identified elements of the model if it is to be a useful tool. Consequently, any new conceptual 

model must definitively exhibit these leverage points within the various elements of the model. 
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2.3.2 Updated Conceptual Model 

 Figure 2.3 below illustrates the updated conceptual model where the results of the 

above three steps have been added at the appropriate points. 

The updated conceptual model in Figure 2.3 is enhanced in several key ways. 

• First, the updated model provides a clearer representation of the relationship 

between organizational culture and climate as general antecedents to the 

previously research elements of creativity, innovation, market orientation, 

learning orientation, organizational structure, and strategic posture. 

• Second, the updated model provides more details on the eight key marketing 

capabilities and activities that must occur, as well as the behavioral responses 

by the customer, in order for organizational performance results to occur. 

• Third, the updated model shows that organizational leadership actions are 

applied to the organizations culture/climate and on to the elements of creativity, 

innovation, market orientation, learning orientation, organizational structure, 

and strategic posture, but not directly onto the organizational behaviors that 

comprise the marketing activities. 
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Figure 2.3: Updated Conceptual Model 
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• Fourth, the updated model recognizes that there are environmental conditions 

that originate outside of the organization that impact all of the other elements. 

Although the existence of one or more substantial condition is generally known 

(or at least assumed) to exist, the exact nature of these external conditions is 

typically somewhat loosely defined and varies greatly depending upon the 

organizations culture and climate and the responsiveness of the organizational 

leadership actions to the existence and controllability of these external 

conditions. 

2.4 Impact of Organizational Culture and Climate 

2.4.1 Organizational Culture 

The concept of culture evolved through the studies of anthropology and sociology 

(Kluckhohn, 1951) and was subsequently transferred to the study of organizations. During the 

1980s, there was substantial interest in organizational culture from two different perspectives: 

(1) as an organizational science (Smircich, 1983; Allaire and Firsirotu,1984; Schein, 1984) and 

(2) as a business practice (Pascale and Athos, 1981; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Peters and 

Waterman, 1982). 

Organizational culture is generally considered to be a multifaceted construct and has 

been variously and broadly defined as encompassing the values, beliefs, assumptions, goals, 

knowledge, values and artifacts shared by members of the organization (Deal and Kennedy, 

1982; Sathe, 1984; Schein, 1992; Schwartz and Davis, 1981). 

Recent research within the management field sought to explain sustained superior 

performance and innovativeness of firms by focusing on their organizational culture (Schein, 

1985; Barney, 1986; Schein, 1992; DeLong and Fahey, 2000). Schein (1985) defined culture as 

the shared values, beliefs, and practices of the people in the organization. Barney (1986) went 

further to define organizational culture as “a complex set of values, beliefs, assumptions, and 
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symbols that define the way in which a firm conducts its business.” Examples used to support 

the existence and orientation of organizational culture include stories the members of the 

organization tell, the mottoes they adopt and emulate, the behaviors they reward and 

perpetuate, their internal marketing efforts, the approach of managers to relationships, and the 

alliances organization members create and sustain.  

Deshpande and Webster (1989) provided one of the most widely accepted definitions of 

culture within the marketing discipline in stating that organizational culture is:  

"...the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help individuals understand 

organizational functioning and thus provide them norms for behavior in the 

organization." 

The definition provided by Deshpande and Webster (1989) emphasizes three different 

elements of culture, including values, norms, and behaviors in the organization. Earlier, Schein 

(1984) had articulated the contribution of “artifacts” as an additional component of 

organizational culture. These “artifacts” include stories, arrangements, rituals, and language and 

are typically the most visible layer of organizational culture (Trice and Beyer, 1993). Subsequent 

research has shown that the meaning of “artifacts” is difficult to decipher and standardize, and 

that the multiple different layers of the organizational culture construct are strongly interrelated 

(Hofstede, et al., 1990; Schein, 1992).  

Schein (1992) illustrated how an organization’s culture guides the organization in 

formulating and sustaining a shared set of assumptions and values, which thus guides the 

everyday behaviors of organization members. According to Schein, organizational culture is the 

agreed-upon “correct way to perceive, think, and feel…[about problems of]…internal 

integration”. The accepted and common practices of viewing the world are typically at the 

subconscious level but affect a range of very visible activities. Organization culture shapes the 
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behavior of the organization as a whole without individuals being aware of them and members 

rarely consciously examine, consider, or challenge the organizational culture.  

DeLong and Fahey (2000) showed how values within an organization are the visible 

reflection of the underlying assumptions. Values can be viewed as the set of social norms that 

define the “rules” through which people in the organization interact. Values thus provide a basis 

for social control by delineating the subsequently appropriate behaviors for organizational 

members. 

Summarizing the considerable prior research shows that organizational culture consists 

of four interrelated yet distinguishable components, which are: 

1) Shared basic values: Kluckhohn (1951) summarized values as being “a 

conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a 

group, of the desirable which influences the selection from available modes, 

means, and ends of action.” Within this perspective, values can thus be viewed 

as an instrumental element within the decision-making criterion and are 

consequently very likely to be influenced by feelings, emotions, attitudes, and 

needs as well as conflicting values and preferences. Values can often be 

summed up to a single word or short phrase that captures the fundamental 

emotion that serve as its basis. For example, typical organization values 

include: teamwork, fairness, respect, excellence, integrity, customer service, 

etc. 

2) Basic beliefs: Beliefs differ from values in that the beliefs provide a higher 

degree of specificity (Katz and Kahn, 1978; Trice and Beyer, 1993) and provide 

a higher degree of explanation and relevance to practical situations. Beliefs 

reinforce the emotions and attitudes reflected in the basic values to which they 

are associated. Beliefs provide the level of detail needed to allow individuals to 
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interpret the organization's shared basic values into subsequent patterns of 

acceptable behaviors.  

3) Behavioral Norms. Norms refer to the patterns of organizational activities with 

specific instrumental functions, whether these are completed individually by 

members of an organization or collectively by the group. The shared values and 

beliefs within an organization form the basis for the development of these 

norms. Norms can thus be viewed as expectations about acceptable and 

unacceptable behavior, or their results, that are shared at least in part across 

the organization as a social group (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; O'Reilly, 1989).  

4) Different types of shared infrastructure/artifacts: Organizational language, 

narratives, informal practices, relationships, and objects comprise the 

infrastructure and artifacts created by an organization (Trice and Beyer 1993; 

Schein, 1985). This infrastructure typically provides strong symbolic meanings 

within the organization (Schein, 1985, 1992; Trice and Beyer, 1993). Hatch 

(1993) clearly showed that the symbolic meaning of the shared infrastructure is 

consistently more important than any instrumental function provided by the 

infrastructure. 

Considerable research has shown that the above described values, beliefs and 

behavioral norms serve to legitimatize the subsequent specific behaviors by individuals within 

an organization (Katz and Kahn, 1978; Trice and Beyer, 1993; Schein, 1985, 1992; Thibaut and 

Kelley, 1959; O'Reilly, 1989; Harris, 1998; Schwartz and Davis, 1981).  

The existence of specific tangible and intangible shared infrastructure elements or 

artifacts within an organization may be one of the most visible aspects of the organization's 

culture (Trice and Beyer, 1993) and they can be tied directly to an ability of the organization to 

support specific marketing objectives through desirable behaviors. Four of the above noted 
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categories consist of the intangible elements and are distinguished as the organizational 

language, narratives, informal practices, and relationships.  

• All organizations have their own special internal organizational language that is 

learned and understood by people in the organization. This language includes 

(1) specific jargon and slang as a shorthand way to reference things, (2) 

gestures, signals and signs to serve as non-verbal forms of communication 

between organization members, (3) humor, jokes, gossip, and rumor, which 

serve to reduce social distance, control hostilities, while still preserving a 

certain level of status quo, and (4) metaphors, which seek to elaborate a 

complex concept by relating it to a more fundamental and easier to interpret 

corollary. The language used within the organization can be very supportive of 

marketing activities. For example, if an organization has a customer-focused 

discussion style during meetings (in contrast to an internal organization focus) 

there is likely to be a much more fertile environment for marketing activities 

within the organization. 

• When cultural meanings are too complex or vague to be expressed by a brief 

value phrase or belief statement, organizations quite frequently develop or 

adopt narratives to convey the subtleties. These narratives typically come in the 

form of stories, legends, sagas, and myths. These narratives typically refer to 

exceptional behaviors of a noteworthy person within the organization (Martin, et 

al., 1983), such as employees performing ideal customer-oriented behaviors.  

• Informal practices include rituals, rites and ceremonies, which allow 

organizations to cope with uncertainties by following prescribed behaviors in 

certain circumstances. Trice and Beyer (1984, 1993) illustrated that there are 

numerous informal practices that can be very supportive of marketing activities, 
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such as holding customer-oriented events (i.e., scheduled regular meetings 

with product owners) or through employee-oriented events (i.e., periodic 

awards to recognize customer-focused employees). 

• Relationships inside of an organization build rapport and trust among the 

members of an organization (Miles and Snow, 1986; Powell, 1990; Sydow, 

1992, 1996, 1998; Grandori and Soda, 1995; Ebers, 1997). Consequently, 

relationships and trust have frequently been cited as the "lubricant" that 

smoothes a range of communication, coordination and strategy development 

processes. The achievable depths of the relationships and trust within an 

organization are frequently driven by the degree that people share the 

collective values, beliefs, and norms and their overall awareness of and sharing 

of the other elements of the intangible shared infrastructure. 

In addition to the intangible infrastructure elements within an organization's culture, 

there are a considerable amount of tangible infrastructure elements that are a part of an 

organization's culture. Research has shown (Schein, 1985; Gagliardi, 1990; Harris, 1998; Trice 

and Beyer, 1993) that these marketing-supportive infrastructure elements, sometimes referred 

to as physical arrangements or symbols, include a wide range of tangible elements such as: 

• Physical Resources: the physical assets and resources that the organization 

uses to perform and support its operations, including all property, plant, 

equipment and technology. This also includes esoteric aspects of these 

resources, such as the decor and furnishings of all individual and shared office 

space and work areas. Included in this element is even the design and layout of 

organization-wide computer software, such as it is possible for it to impact the 

interface and appearance to people involved (internally or externally) with the 

organization. Other potential tangible items that reflect the organizations culture 
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include: company cars, corporate jets, suites at sporting venues, etc. The most 

successful organizations consciously design, maintain, alter, and operate these 

tangible artifacts to achieve a high degree of harmony and synergy with the 

other elements of the organization's culture.  

• Human Resources: the actual people in the organization, including all their 

knowledge and abilities. Organizations generally recruit, hire, retain and 

acculturate people that are supportive of the organization's overall culture. In 

those instances where the people in an organization have a significantly poor fit 

with the culture of the organization, either the people separate themselves 

voluntarily from the organization or the organization eventually escorts them out 

due to the incompatibility. 

• Knowledge comes in the form of documented processes, procedures, policies, 

formal practices, patents, and plans (such as strategic plans, business models, 

trade agreements with other organizations, etc) (Martin, 2002; Ruekert, 1992; 

Pulendran and Speed, 1995, 1996). Because these are documented, they have 

a greater degree of permanence and their ownership can be transferred within 

the organization as well as to people and organizations outside of the 

organization. 

• Dress and appearance: This includes clothing and attire worn by people in the 

organization, to include professional/protective wear, uniforms, name tags, etc. 

(Trice and Beyer, 1993). Also included are the grooming and appearance 

standards of people in the organization.  

According to Meyerson and Martin (1987) a single, unified culture within the 

organization provides “an integrating mechanism or social or normative glue that holds together 

a potentially diverse group of organizational members." The aggregate set of shared cultural 
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assumptions and values helps an organization respond to the challenges of internal integration 

and helps organization members to work together effectively (Schein, 1992).  

Various typologies have been identified that attempt to describe the unified cultures of 

organizations. The most often-cited of these typologies are those of Schwartz and Davis (1981), 

Deal and Kennedy (1982), Hofstede (2000), Schein (1992), Sathe (1984) and Cameron and 

Quinn (1999). 

Cameron and Quinn (1999) proposed four types of culture, which are quite 

distinguishable for comparison purposes. These include the clan, adhocracy, market, and 

hierarchical cultures. These four cultures are summarized in Table 2.3 below.  

Table 2.3: Four Culture Types per Cameron and Quinn (1999) 

The Clan Culture 

These are friendly, family-type organizations 

with high levels of commitment, loyalty, and 

tradition. Employees are valued and great 

importance is placed on morale, cohesion, 

participation and teamwork. Leaders of these 

organizations function as mentors and, at 

times, as parent figures. Measures of 

Success: sensitivity to customers and concern 

for people. 

The Adhocracy Culture 

These are dynamic, entrepreneurial, leading 

edge, and creative places to work where 

people are free to take initiative, stick their 

necks out and take risks. Leaders of these 

organizations are themselves innovators and 

risk takers. There is a strong commitment to 

experimentation and innovation. Measures of 

Success: growth and acquiring new resources, 

products or services.  

The Hierarchy Culture 

These are very formalized and structured 

places to work, where formal rules, policies 

and procedures are used to bind the 

organization together into a smooth-running 

and efficient operation. Leaders in these 

organizations are efficiency-minded and take 

pride in being good coordinators and 

organizers. Measures of Success: low cost, 

dependable delivery, smooth scheduling, 

secure employment, and predictability. 

 

The Market Culture 

These organizations are filled with highly 

competitive, hard-driving, and goal-oriented 

individuals with a major focus on getting the 

job done and achieving market leadership. 

Leaders of these organizations are tough and 

demanding, hard drivers, producers, and 

competitors. The long-term focus is on 

competitive actions and achievement of 

measurable goals and targets. Measures of 

Success: high levels of market share, 

penetration, and leadership. 

 
Cameron and Quinn (1999) proposed that each of the four cultural typologies described 

in Table 2.3 above exist simultaneously in all organizations to varying degrees. They further 
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proposed the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) as a methodology to 

measure and identify an organization's culture type. The OCAI methodology, based on 

Campbell’s (1977) 39 organizational effectiveness indicators, expresses the organizations' 

culture using a two-dimensional Competing Values Framework (Cameron and Quinn, 1999). 

Using this framework, the relative importance of the organization's cultural traits and the 

dominant culture characteristics and culture profile of the organization can be established in 

terms of the four cultural typologies.  

Organizational cultures have been shown to have a profound long-term economic 

impact on organizations. Kotter and Heskett (1992) found that companies that set out to 

intentionally manage their cultures, and were able to do so effectively, consistently 

outperformed companies that did not. In this ten-year study, organizations that managed their 

culture had a 682 percent increase in revenue compared to 166 percent increase in revenue for 

organizations that did not manage their culture. These same groups of companies had 

significantly different changes in stock value and net income. Companies that managed their 

culture experienced an increase of 901 percent in stock value and 756 percent increase in net 

income compared to 74 percent increase in stock value and 1 percent increase in net income 

for those that did not manage their culture. Clearly, the advantages of deliberate management 

of an organization’s culture appear to be very substantial. 

2.4.2 Organizational Climate 

James and Sells (1981) defined organizational climate as the recurring patterns of 

feelings, attitudes, and  behavior that characterize life in the organization. When analyzed at the 

individual level, they referred to this concept as psychological climate (Isaksen and Lauer, 1999; 

James and Sells, 1981). At this level, the focus of climate is how the individual perceives and 

experiences the intrapersonal behaviors, attitudes and feelings within the organization. The 

concept, when aggregated, is called organizational climate (Joyce and Slocum, 1984; 
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Turnipseed, 1994). At this collective level, the focus of climate is on the objectively shared 

individual perceptions that characterize life within the larger organization.  

Climate is distinct from culture. As described above, organizational culture is the deeper 

and more enduring values, beliefs, and behavioral norms within the organization (Ekvall, 1996). 

Organizational climate is more observable at the surface level (McNabb and Sepic, 1995). 

Organizational climate thus primarily refers to the more short-term and temporary feelings, 

attitudes and perceptions of individuals and – because climate is based on feelings and 

attitudes – can change quickly and dramatically.  

As described above, climate is a much more observable and tacit element of an 

organization than organizational culture. Consequently, climate is more susceptible to variability 

and improvement efforts than the individual elements of organizational culture (McNabb and 

Sepic, 1995). Typically, in instances in which “changing the culture” is discussed, the 

organizational climate is what is really being measured to determine the impact of the changes. 

Manipulation of the organization climate can occur as a result of the actions by either managers 

consciously planning to alter the organization or by organization members exercising their 

influence and power within the organization (McNabb and Sepic, 1995). However, since climate 

is the manifestation of the cultural elements of the organization, attempts to change the climate, 

by their nature, must be attempted through change of specific elements and factors within the 

organizational culture. 

2.4.3 Relationship of Culture, Climate and the Other Factors Influencing Organization 
Performance 

 
Slater and Narver (1995) noted that organizational learning and marketing orientation 

are similar in many respects. However, they also pointed out that they are not identical in terms 

of their relationship to the organization's culture. According to Slater and Narver (1995), a 

successful market orientation within the firm can be considered as an indicator of the likely 

existence of a learning organization culture and climate. Slater and Narver (1995) further 



 

 
39 

 

maintained that strong norms for learning will exist when firms engage in market orientation 

activities, since the organization will undertake information search about customers, information 

sharing will occur within the organization, various internal activities will be pursued to reach 

consensus, and there will be broad coordination of organizational tasks. All of these activities 

are qualities found within a learning organization. Other focused research by Day (1994) 

similarly concluded that market orientation is indeed extremely compatible with organization 

knowledge development and learning.  

The ability for an organization to achieve improved performance through a market 

orientation is greatly impacted by the existence or absence of an appropriate learning structure 

that will support the market orientation (Deshpande and Webster, 1989). Namely, there must be 

an appropriate organizational culture, climate, processes, and structures (Deshpande and 

Webster, 1989). Firms can achieve another source of competitive advantage when they learn 

faster than their competitors by fostering organizational learning (Dickson, 1992). 

Homburg and Pflesser (2000) proposed and researched a model of a “market-oriented” 

organization that defined the impact of the cultural aspects of values, norms, and shared 

artifacts on the subsequent behaviors within the organization and on the final organizational 

performance. They found that cultural values and behavioral norms affect market-oriented 

behavior within the organization only indirectly through the existence of positive and negative 

artifacts. They thus concluded that organizations with strong behavioral norms for market 

orientation will not achieve subsequent performance outcomes unless the corresponding shared 

artifacts are also present in the organization. 

The relationships between organizational culture/climate and market orientation are 

explained in different fashions by the various prime architects of the market orientation 

conceptual factor, namely Kohli and Jaworski, and Narver and Slater. Much literature has 

discussed the perspective of which came first, "organizational culture or market orientation?" 
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For example, "does the existing culture within the organization drive the organization's behavior, 

or does the organization's culture reflect the behavior of its executives, managers, employees, 

and customers?"  

Matsuno, Mentzer and Rentz (2005) and Carr and Lopez (2007) attempted to integrate 

these two perspectives into a single, composite framework. Specifically, Mavondo, Chimhanzi 

and Stewart (2005) pointed out that: 

“a market orientation is primarily concerned with a relentless pursuance of 

intelligence pertaining to customers, competitors and internal organizational 

integration (Slater & Narver, 1998, 1995; Narver & Slater, 1990) or about 

information acquisition, information dissemination and responding to information 

(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990, Jaworski & Kohli 1993).”  

Mavondo, Chimanzi and Stewart (2005) further speculated that market orientation is 

actually a combination of exploration and exploitation, where the organization attempts to obtain 

information about its customers, competitors, markets, etc., while also using the learned 

information to advance the organization's objectives. They concluded that market orientation is 

at the same time a set of behaviors and activities as well as a set of norms and values, saying 

“Our findings suggest that a market orientation is an important antecedent to product innovation, 

process innovation and administrative innovation."  

2.5 Incorporating All the Elements into the Conceptual Model 

As stated earlier, organizational culture has been identified in the form of basic values, 

beliefs, behavioral norms and artifacts that underlie the organization's structures, practices, 

polices, and procedures (Reichers and Schneider, 1990). Additionally, organizational climate 

refers to the organization's members’ perceptions of the culture, and the members' subsequent 

behavior patterns are shaped by the organizations common and shared values, beliefs, and 

behavioral norms (Tesluk et al., 1997). Due to the relative abstraction of organizational culture, 
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the climate of an organization is a more practical way of measuring and representing 

individuals’ feelings about the organization’s self-perceptions, behaviors and performance. 

Based upon prior research, it is possible to create a general model that incorporates the 

relationship between organizational culture, climate, behavior, and performance results, as 

shown in Figure 2.4 below. 
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Figure 2.4: Updated Conceptual Model of Organizational Culture, Climate, Behavior, and Performance Results 
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Figure 2.4 provides a substantial enhancement over the earlier described conceptual 

model in Figure 2.3. The paragraphs below describe the enhancements and their contribution 

towards a better understanding of how these elements impact the marketing success of the 

organization. 

2.5.1 Organizational Culture and “Prime Value Streams” 

As described earlier in paragraph 2.4.1, organizational culture is a multi-faceted 

construct and is broadly described as encompassing the shared values, beliefs and behavioral 

norms of the people in the organization. 

Beliefs provide a higher degree of specificity than values and reinforce the emotions 

reflected in the basic values to which they are associated. Beliefs provide the level of detail 

needed to allow individuals to interpret the organization's shared basic values into subsequent 

patterns of acceptable behavior norms.  

Behavioral norms are patterns of organizational activities with specific functionality and 

encompass the shared collective expectations of the acceptable and unacceptable behavior 

within the organization. 

Consequently, we can establish that values are the fundamental starting point in the 

evolution of an organization’s culture. Individual values are supported by one or more beliefs 

that give depth and connection to the core emotions underlying the associated value. These 

beliefs are subsequently a bridge to the behavioral norms the organization members believe 

support the value. 

This conclusion is reinforced by Stackman, Pinder and Connor (2000) who state that 

“…values are neither attitudes nor behaviors. Instead, they are the building blocks of the 

behavior of and the choices made by individuals.”  

Within the approach to the proposed conceptual model, a framework is established that 

connects associated values, beliefs and norms into a structure hereafter referred to as Prime 
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Value Streams. The Prime Value Streams provide a sequential correlation between each 

fundamental value and subsequent beliefs and behavioral norms. 

Table 2.4 below provides an example of several Prime Value Streams for a typical 

organization. These examples are adapted from earlier research by Gebhardt, Carpenter and 

Sherry (2006). 

Table 2.4: Example Prime Value Streams 

Prime Value  Associated Beliefs  Associated Behavioral Norms  

Collaboration Working together, we can achieve 
more, faster and better, than 
apart. 

Work is done collaboratively by 
teams. Teams are jointly 
responsible for outcomes. 

Openness Honestly sharing information, 
assumptions, and motives allows 
others to understand and 
effectively collaborate with us. 

Proactively and honestly share 
information, assumptions, and 
motives with others. 

Trust Everyone is committed to the 
same goal. Therefore, we can 
have positive expectations about 
their intentions and behaviors. 

Trust that your fellow employees 
are telling the truth and will follow 
through on commitments. 

 

Per the proposed conceptual model, each Prime value for an organization has a 

corresponding Prime Value Stream. Consequently, a collection of Prime Value Streams, such 

as those listed in Table 2.4, can be created for each organization using the unique Prime values 

identified for the organization. 

Within the Organizational Culture shown in Figure 2.4 are the tangible and intangible 

elements of the Shared Infrastructure. In most cases, these very specific tangible and intangible 

shared infrastructure elements are the most visible aspects of the organization's culture.  

The tangible and intangible elements of Shared Infrastructure are clearly tied directly to 

the organization’s ability to support specific marketing objectives. Consequently, these shared 

infrastructure elements are of keen interest by marketing leadership personnel as these are 
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very key points of leverage where controls and management can applied to achieve significant 

marketing objectives. 

2.5.2 Organizational Climate 

As described earlier in paragraph 2.4.2, organizational climate encompasses the 

shared perceptions of people within the organization and characterizes life within the larger 

organization. Key to the understanding of climate is the fact that it is the current perception or 

stated differently, the instantaneous barometer, of the culture within the organization by all of 

the people within the organization. Additionally, as shown in the conceptual model, climate 

mediates the impact of organizational culture on organization behavior due to the fact that 

climate is much shorter-term and more variable in contrast to the longer-term organizational 

climate.  

Much as with the shared infrastructure elements of organizational culture described 

earlier, organizational climate is of keen interest to marketing leadership personnel since 

climate perceptions offer immediate indication of how the organization is likely to perform in the 

short-term. Consequently, when any leadership action is taken to directly or indirectly influence 

the organizational culture, the results should materialize within the perceived climate and 

subsequently support achieving the organization marketing objectives. 

2.5.3 Feedback Channels 

As shown in Figure 2.4, several very key and important feedback channels exist within 

organizations. These feedback channels allow information related to organizational behaviors 

and performance results to be used to update and fine tune organizational leadership actions. 

Additionally, whether intended or not, people within the organization will naturally develop 

perceptions of how the organization’s performance results approach (or don’t approach) 

meeting key objectives of the organization. These perceptions will subsequently impact the 

overall climate of the organization due to these updated perceptions. 
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2.5.4 Organizational Leadership Actions 

The range of leadership actions possible are limited only by the breadth and depth of 

the organization values and infrastructure elements for the organization. Organization leaders 

who are perceptive of the organization’s Prime Value Streams and current organizational 

climate can selectively steer and facilitate adoptions of beliefs and behavioral norms that 

support organization objectives. However, due to the long-term nature of the values-based 

elements of organizational culture, direct leadership actions may not be prompt enough if 

applied only to the Prime Value Streams. Consequently, leadership actions to improve, 

enhance, or optimize the organization’s Shared Infrastructure elements, particularly the tangible 

elements, are much more likely to offer timely improvements in organization climate and 

subsequently positively impact the organizational behavior and performance results. This 

conclusion is supported by research detailing the methods leaders and managers typically use 

to change organizational outcomes (Martin and Martin, 2008; Porras and Robertson, 1990), as 

illustrated in Figure 2.5 below. 

Management 

Intervention

Changes in:

Organizing Arrangements – goals, 
policies, reward systems

Social Factors – management 

style, informal networks, 
patterns

Physical Setting

Technology

Individual 

Behavior 
Change

Organizational 

Outcomes

Based on Porras and Robertson, 1990  

Figure 2.5: Organizational Outcomes as a Function of Management Intervention 

2.5.5 External Environmental Conditions 

As shown in Figure 2.4 earlier, external environmental conditions have a direct impact 

on an organization’s culture, climate and behaviors. Considerable research has identified 

numerous environmental conditions that impact various internal elements of the organization. A 

thorough review was completed of all research identified in Table 2.1 to identify  all exogenous 
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moderators (significant and insignificant) that were included in the research. The results of that 

review provided a summary of the classic external moderators of organizational performance, to 

include the following: 

• Market Growth 

• Market Turbulence 

• Market-related Uncertainty 

• Market Dynamism 

• Market Potential 

• Market Concentration 

• Ease of Market Entry 

• Competitive Intensity 

• Competitor Hostility 

• Technological Turbulence 

• Technological Change 

• Technological Uncertainty 

• Environmental Turbulence 

• National Culture 

• Size of the home market 

• Level of national economic development 

• Government regulation 

• Stakeholder demands/expectations 

• Customer/Buyer Power 

• Demand uncertainty 

• Supplier Power 

• Channel Power 

• Threat of Substitutes 

• Competitive Rivalry 

2.5.6 Relationship of Earlier Identified Organizational Factors 

Although the conceptual model shown in Figure 2.4 does not specifically portray the 

factors of creativity, innovation, market orientation, learning orientation, organizational structure, 

and strategic posture that were such a considerable focus of earlier research, this is not to infer 

that these factors are not considered within the model. Actually, within the definitions and 

relationships of organizational culture, climate and behavior as illustrated by the conceptual 

model in Figure 2.4, each of these six factors is better described than what they were through 

their earlier research. 

For example, market orientation, as proposed by Kohli and Jaworski (1990), Jaworski 

and Kohli (1993), Narver and Slater (1990), and Deng and Dart (1994), encompasses three 
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broad organizational activities: (1) market intelligence, (2) integration and dissemination of such 

intelligence across departments, and (3) the coordinated design and execution of the 

organization’s strategic response to market opportunities. A review of the actual measurement 

instruments used by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) shows that each of the scale items in their 

measurement constructs can be easily, conveniently, and accurately tied to one or more of the 

relevant elements of the proposed conceptual model described in Figure 2.4 above. As a 

demonstration of this, Table 2.5 below links each of the Jaworski and Kohli (1993) market 

orientation scale items to one or more relevant elements of the proposed conceptual model 

described in Figure 2.4. 
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Table 2.5: Linkage of Jaworski and Kohli (1993) Market Orientation Scale Items to Relevant 
Culture, Climate and Environmental Conditions Elements 

 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Market Orientation - Intelligence Generation 

1 
In this business unit, we meet with customers at 
least once a year to find out what products or 
services they will need in the future. 

X  X 

2 
Individuals from our manufacturing department 
interact directly with customers to learn how to 
serve them better. 

X  X 

3 
In this business unit, we do a lot of in-house 
market research  

X   

4 
We are slow to detect changes in our customers' 
product preferences. 

 X  

5 
We poll end users at least once a year to assess 
the quality of our products and services. 

X  X 

6 
We often talk with or survey those who can 
influence our end users' purchases (e.g., 
retailers, distributors). 

X X X 

7 
We collect industry information through informal 
means (e.g., lunch with industry friends, talks with 
trade partners). 

X  X 

8 
In our business unit, intelligence on our 
competitors is generated independently by 
several departments. 

X   

9 
We are slow to detect fundamental shifts in our 
industry (e.g., competition, technology, 
regulation). 

 X X 

10 
We periodically review the likely effect of changes 
in our business environment (e.g., regulation) on 
customers. 

X  X 
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Table 2.5 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Market Orientation - Intelligence Dissemination 

1 
A lot of informal "hall talk" in this business unit 
concerns our competitors' tactics or strategies. 

 X  

2 
We have interdepartmental meetings at least 
once a quarter to discuss market trends and 
developments. 

X  X 

3 
Marketing personnel in our business unit spend 
time discussing customers' future needs with 
other functional departments. 

X   

4 
Our business unit periodically circulates 
documents (e.g., reports, newsletters) that 
provide information on our customers. 

X   

5 
When something important happens to a major 
customer or market, the whole business unit 
knows about it in a short period. 

X X X 

6 
Data on customer satisfaction are disseminated 
at all levels in this business unit on a regular 
basis. 

X   

7 
There is minimal communication between 
marketing and manufacturing departments 
concerning market developments. 

X X  

8 
When one department finds out something 
important about competitors, it is slow to alert 
other departments. 

 X  

Construct: Market Orientation - Response Design 

1 
It takes us forever to decide how to respond to 
our competitors' price changes. 

 X  

2 
Principles of market segmentation drive new 
product development efforts in this business unit. 

X   

3 
For one reason or another we tend to ignore 
changes in our customers' product or service 
needs. 

 X  

4 
We periodically review our product development 
efforts to ensure that they are in line with what 
customers want. 

X   

5 
Our business plans are driven more by 
technological advances than by market research. 

 X  

6 
Several departments get together periodically to 
plan a response to changes taking place in our 
business environment. 

X X  

7 
The product lines we sell depend more on 
internal politics than real market needs. 

 X  
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Table 2.5 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Market Orientation – Response Implementation 

1 
If a major competitor were to launch an intensive 
campaign targeted at our customers, we would 
implement a response immediately. 

X X X 

2 
The activities of the different departments in this 
business unit are well coordinated. 

X X  

3 
Customer complaints fall on deaf ears in this 
business unit. 

 X  

4 
Even if we came up with a great marketing plan, 
we probably would not be able to implement it in 
a timely fashion. 

 X  

5 
We are quick to respond to significant changes in 
our competitors' pricing structures. 

 X X 

6 
When we find out that customers are unhappy 
with the quality of our service, we take corrective 
action immediately. 

X X  

7 
When we find that customers would like us to 
modify a product or service, the departments 
involved make concerted efforts to do so. 

X X  

Table 2.5 shows that each scale item can be associated with one or more of the 

elements of culture, climate, or environmental conditions. Scale items that are classified as 

being part of the cultural element are frequently directly traceable to one of the Shared 

Infrastructure tangible elements in the form of documented processes and policies that are part 

of the organization’s knowledge resources. By the nature of the wording for the scale items for 

market orientation it is possible to determine whether the respondents would likely be providing 

their responses based upon (1) their knowledge of the organization’s Shared Infrastructure (a 

cultural element), (2) their perception of the organization’s current Prime Value Stream (which is 

a measure of climate), or (3) their knowledge/perception of how the environmental conditions 

influence the organization’s culture and/or climate. 

In addition to being able to classify the primary constructs associated with market 

orientation as shown above, a similar approach can be used to provide a linkage between the 

assorted moderating constructs used in prior research. For example, Table 2.6 below provides 



 

 

52 

 

linkages between the remaining constructs used by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) to one or more 

relevant culture, climate, or environmental conditions elements of the proposed conceptual 

model described in Figure 2.4. 

Table 2.6: Linkage of Other Jaworski and Kohli (1993) Construct Scale Items to Relevant 
Culture, Climate and Environmental Conditions Elements 

 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Top Management Emphasis 

1 
Top managers repeatedly tell employees that this 
business unit's survival depends on its adapting 
to market trends. 

X  X 

2 
Top managers often tell employees to be 
sensitive to the activities of our competitors. 

X  X 

3 
Top managers keep telling people around here 
that they must gear up now to meet customers' 
future needs. 

X  X 

4 
 According to top managers here, serving 
customers is the most important thing our 
business unit does. 

X  X 

Construct: Top Management Risk Aversion 

1 
Top managers in this business unit believe that 
higher financial risks are worth taking for higher 
rewards. 

 X  

2 
Top managers here accept occasional new 
product failures as being normal. 

 X  

3 
Top managers in this business unit like to take 
big financial risks. 

 X  

4 
Top managers here encourage the development 
of innovative marketing strategies, knowing well 
that some will fail. 

 X  

5 
Top managers in this business unit like to "play it 
safe." 

 X  

6 
Top managers around here like to implement 
plans only if they are very certain that they will 
work. 

 X  
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Table 2.6 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Interdepartmental Conflict 

1 
Most departments in this business get along well 
with each other. 

 X  

2 
When members of several departments get 
together, tensions frequently run high. 

 X  

3 
People in one department generally dislike 
interacting with those from other departments. 

 X  

4 
Employees from different departments feel that 
the goals of their respective departments are in 
harmony with each other. 

 X  

5 
Protecting one's departmental turf is considered 
to be a way of life in this business unit. 

 X  

6 
The objectives pursued by the marketing 
department are incompatible with those of the 
manufacturing department. 

 X  

7 
There is little or no interdepartmental conflict in 
this business unit. 

 X  

Construct: Interdepartmental Connectedness 

1 
In this business unit, it is easy to talk with virtually 
anyone you need to, regardless of rank or 
position. 

 X  

2 
There is ample opportunity for informal "hall talk" 
among individuals from different departments in 
this business unit. 

 X  

3 
In this business unit, employees from different 
departments feel comfortable calling each other 
when the need arises. 

 X  

4 
Managers here discourage employees from 
discussing work-related matters with those who 
are not their immediate superiors or subordinates. 

 X  

5 
People around here are quite accessible to those 
in other departments. 

 X  

6 
Communications from one department to another 
are expected to be routed through "proper 
channels." 

 X  

7 
Junior managers in my department can easily 
schedule meetings with junior managers in other 
departments. 

 X  
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Table 2.6 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Formalization 

1 I feel that I am my own boss in most matters.  X  

2 
A person can make his own decisions without 
checking with anybody else. 

X X  

3 
How things are done around here is left up to the 
person doing the work. 

X X  

4 
People here are allowed to do almost as they 
please. 

 X  

5 
Most people here make their own rules on the 
job. 

 X  

6 
The employees are constantly being checked on 
for rule violations. 

 X  

7 
People here feel as though they are constantly 
being watched to see that they obey all the rules. 

 X  

Construct: Centralization 

1 
There can be little action taken here until a 
supervisor approves a decision. 

X X  

2 
A person who wants to make his own decision 
would be quickly discouraged here. 

 X  

3 
Even small matters have to be referred to 
someone higher up for a final answer. 

 X  

4 
I have to ask my boss before I do almost 
anything. 

X X  

5 
Any decision I make has to have my boss' 
approval. 

X X  

Construct: Reward System Orientation 

1 
No matter which department they are in, people 
in this business unit get recognized for being 
sensitive to competitive moves. 

X X  

2 
Customer satisfaction assessments influence 
senior managers' pay in this business unit. 

X X  

3 
Formal rewards (i.e., pay raise, promotion) are 
forthcoming to anyone who consistently provides 
good market intelligence. 

X X  

4 
Salespeople's performance in this business unit is 
measured by the strength of relationships they 
build with customers. 

X X  

5 
Salespeople's monetary compensation is almost 
entirely based on their sales volume. 

X X  

6 
We use customer polls for evaluating our 
salespeople. 

X X  
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Table 2.6 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Organizational Commitment 

1 
Employees feel as though their future is intimately 
linked to that of this organization. 

 X  

2 
Employees would be happy to make personal 
sacrifices if it were important for the business 
unit's well-being. 

 X  

3 
The bonds between this organization and its 
employees are weak. 

 X  

4 
In general, employees are proud to work for this 
business unit. 

 X  

5 
Employees often go above and beyond the call of 
duty to ensure this business unit's well being. 

 X  

6 
Our people have little or no commitment to this 
business unit. 

 X  

7 
It is clear that employees are fond of this 
business unit. 

 X  

Construct: Esprit de Corps 

1 
People in this business unit are genuinely 
concerned about the needs and problems of each 
other. 

 X  

2 
A team spirit pervades all ranks in this business 
unit. 

 X  

3 
Working for this business unit is like being a part 
of a big family. 

 X  

4 
People in this business unit feel emotionally 
attached to each other. 

 X  

5 
People in this organization feel like they are "in it 
together." 

 X  

6 This business unit lacks an "espirit de corps."  X  

7 
People in this business unit view themselves as 
independent individuals who have to tolerate 
others around them. 

 X  
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Table 2.6 - Continued 
 

Scale Item Culture Climate 
Environmental 

Conditions 

Construct: Market Turbulence 

1 
In our kind of business, customers' product 
preferences change quite a bit over time. 

 X X 

2 
Our customers tend to look for new product all the 
time. 

 X X 

3 
Sometimes our customers are very price-
sensitive, but on other occasions, price is 
relatively unimportant. 

 X X 

4 
We are witnessing demand for our products and 
services from customers who never bought them 
before. 

 X X 

5 
New customers tend to have product-related 
needs that are different from those of our existing 
customers. 

 X X 

6 
We cater to many of the same customers that we 
used to in the past. 

 X X 

Construct: Competitive Intensity 

1 Competition in our industry is cutthroat.  X X 

2 There are many "promotion wars" in our industry.  X X 

3 
Anything that one competitor can offer, others 
can match readily. 

 X X 

4 Price competition is a hallmark of our industry.  X X 

5 
One hears of a new competitive move almost 
every day. 

 X X 

6 Our competitors are relatively weak.  X X 
Construct: Technological Turbulence 

1 
The technology in our industry is changing 
rapidly. 

 X X 

2 
Technological changes provide big opportunities 
in our industry. 

 X X 

3 
It is very difficult to forecast where the technology 
in our industry will be in the next 2 to 3 years. 

 X X 

4 
 A large number of new product ideas have been 
made possible through technological 
breakthroughs in our industry. 

 X X 

5 
Technological developments in our industry are 
rather minor. 

 X X 

 
 As shown in Tables 2.5 and 2.6, the proposed conceptual model does not negate or 

make obsolete any of the earlier research. But rather, the model helps to explain why some 

earlier research had either inconsistent results or difficulties in replications. If, as shown with 

market orientation above, the other constructs used in the earlier research used scale items 
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comprised of mixtures of culturally-aligned, climate-aligned, and/or external environmental 

conditions elements, it should not be a surprise that the results were not as responsive to their 

underlying theoretical underpinnings as were anticipated. Due to the fundamental differences 

between the long-term, psychosocially- and resource-driven cultural elements and the shorter-

term, perception-driven climate elements, superior explanations of research results are more 

likely to occur when the research constructs are crafted to align well as either purely cultural or 

purely climatic.  

Although Tables 2.5 and 2.6 give examples based on only market orientation, the 

constructs for the other research factors of creativity, innovation, learning orientation, 

organizational structure, and strategic posture provide similar comparisons and results. 

2.6 Identifiably Different Organizational Climates 

Whereas culture refers to embedded, often almost imperceptible aspects of 

organizations, climate refers to more evident, viewable, and discernible attributes of 

organization. Many different elements of culture integrate together to have a collective impact 

on the organization’s climate. Consequently, the varying composition of the cultural elements of 

the organization may be combined to create a separately identifiable climate that is associated 

with specific areas of the organization's operation or responsibility.  

A considerable amount of prior research has shown a wide variety of identifiable 

climates for organizations as a whole. Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) referred to these as "facet-

specific climates" in that they differ from global organizational climates because they are related 

to a particular aspect (facet) of the organizational context and not the entire organization's 

operations.  

According to Kuenzi and Schminke (2009), ‘‘facet-specific climates…have 

demonstrated strong relationships with parallel facet-specific outcomes …’’. Additionally, they 

state that multiple facet-specific climates may be present in an organization at any point in time 
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since they represent different aspects of the ever-present organizational environment.  

Building upon the research of Kuenzi and Schminke (2009), a comprehensive literature 

review was completed to identify prior research that operationalized some facet of 

organizational climate and aggregated the results at the organizational level. This literature 

review revealed 103 empirical research studies that had identified a total of 13 different facet-

specific climates. These facet-specific climates included the following: 

• Diversity Climate 

• Empowerment Climate 

• Ethical Climate 

• Global Climate 

• Creativity/Innovation Climate 

• Involvement Climate 

• Justice Climate 

• Leadership Climate 

• Learning and Transfer Climate 

• Political Climate 

• Safety Climate 

• Service Climate 

• Support and Affective Climate 

The prior published research efforts identified through the literature review are listed in 

Table 2.7 below. 

Table 2.7: Facet-Specific Climate Research 

Facet Published Research Authors 

Diversity Climate Gonzalez & DeNisi (2009) 
Herdman & McMillan-Capehart (2010) 
Lauring & Selmer (2011) 
McKay, Avery, & Morris (2008) 
McKay, Avery, & Morris (2009) 

Empowerment Climate Chen, Lam, & Zhong (2007) 
Maynard, Mathieu, Marsh, & Ruddy (2007) 
Siebert, Silver, & Randolph (2004) 
Wallace, Johnson, Mathe, & Paul (2011) 

Ethical Climate Ambrose, Arnaud, & Schminke (2008) 
Cullen, Parboteeah, & Victor (2003) 
Deshpande (1996b) 
Neubaum, Mitchell, & Schminke (2004) 
Schminke, Ambrose, & Neubaum (2005) 
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Table 2.7 – Continued  

Facet Published Research Authors 

Global Climate Gelade & Ivery (2003) 
Glisson & James (2002) 
Koene, Vogelaar, & Soeters (2002) 
Lindell & Brandt (2000) 
Ostroff, Kinicki, & Clark (2002) 
Patterson, Warr, & West (2004) 

Innovation/Creativity 
Climate 

Agrell & Gustafson (1994) 
Baer & Frese (2003) 
Gilson & Shalley (2004) 
González-Romá, Peiró, & Tordera (2002) 
Jung, Chow, & Wu (2003) 
King, de Chermont, West, Dawson, & Hebl (2007) 
Klein, Conn, & Sorra (2001) 
Mathisen, Torsheim, & Einarsen (2006) 
Panuwatwanich, K., Stewart, R., and Mohamed, S. (2008) 
Pirola-Merlo & Mann (2004) 
van der Vegt, van der Vliert, & Huang (2005) 

Involvement Climate Richardson & Vandenberg (2005) 
Tesluk, Farr, Mathieu, & Vance (1995) 
Tesluk, Vance, & Mathieu (1999) 
Wagner, Parker, & Christiansen (2003) 

Justice Climate Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson (2002) 
Dietz, Robinson, Folger, Baron, & Schulz (2003) 
Ehrhart (2004)  
Liao & Rupp (2005) 
Mayer, Nishii, Schneider, & Goldstein (2007) 
Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin (1998) 
Naumann & Bennett (2000) 
Naumann & Bennett (2002) 
Simons & Roberson (2005) 
Spell & Arnold (2007) 
Tangirala & Ramanujam (2008) 
Walumbwa, Wu, & Orwa (2008) 
Yang, Mossholder, & Peng (2007) 

Leadership Climate Albrecht (2005) 
Chen, G. & Bliese (2002) 
Chen, G., Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen (2007) 
Schyns and Van Veldhoven (2010) 
Smith (2011) 

Learning and Transfer 
Climate 

Katz-Navon, Stern & Naveh (2009) 
Park &  Rothwell (2009) 
Tracey & Tews (2005) 

Political Climate Darr & Johns (2004) 
Drory (1993) 
Treadway, Adams & Goodman (2005) 
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Table 2.7 – Continued  

Facet Published Research Authors 

Safety Climate DeJoy, Schaffer, Wilson, Vandenberg, & Butts (2004) 
Hofmann & Mark (2006) 
Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerras (2003) 
Hofmann & Stetzer (1996) 
Hofmann & Stetzer (1998) 
Katz-Navon, Naveh, & Stern (2005) 
Naveh, Katz-Navon, & Stern (2005) 
Neal & Griffin (2006) 
Probst (2004) 
Probst, Brubaker, & Barsotti (2008) 
Smith-Crowe, Burke, & Landis (2003) 
Wallace, C. & Chen (2006) 
Wallace, J. C., Popp, & Mondore (2006)  
Zohar (1980) 
Zohar (2000) 
Zohar (2002) 
Zohar & Luria (2004) 
Zohar & Luria (2005) 

Service Climate Andrews & Rogelberg (2001) 
Borucki & Burke (1999) 
Burke, Borucki, & Hurley (1992) 
Burke, Rupinski, Dunlap, & Davison (1996) 
de Jong, de Ruyter, & Lemmink (2004) 
de Jong, de Ruyter, & Lemmink (2005) 
Dietz, Pugh, & Wiley (2004) 
Hui, Chiu, Yu, Cheng, & Tse (2007) 
Johnson (1996) 
Liao & Chuang (2004) 
Salanova, Agut, & Peiró (2005) 
Salvaggio, Schneider, Nishii, Mayer, Ramesh & Lyon (2007) 
Schneider & Bowen (1985) 
Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-Jolly (2005) 
Schneider, White, & Paul (1998) 
Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats (2002) 

Support and Affective 
Climate 

Bachrach & Bamberger (2007) 
Bachrach, Bamberger, & Vashdi (2005) 
Collins & Smith (2006) 
Gamero, González-Romá, & Peiró (2008) 
Gelade & Young (2005) 
Pirola-Merlo, Härtel, Mann, & Hirst (2002) 
Schmit & Allscheid (1995) 
Smith, Collins, & Clark (2005) 
Tse, Dasborough, & Ashkanasy (2008) 
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Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) summarize that research of organizational culture 

contrasts sharply with the research of facet-specific organizational climates such as those 

described in Table 2.7 above. They further state that understanding these differences is key to 

formulating a research approach that identifies the correct elements of a facet-specific climate. 

For example, the study of organizational culture is rooted in anthropology, and thus 

focuses on anthropological dimensions (i.e., values, beliefs, norms, etc). As such, research of 

organizational culture generally focuses on developing an understanding of the underlying core 

values and assumptions of the organization. These values and assumptions are often so deeply 

embedded within the organization as to be subconscious, hidden, and mostly taken for granted 

(Schein, 2004).  

In contrast, studies of organizational climate, such as those listed in Table 2.7 above, 

are founded on the tenets of social psychology (Schneider, 1990) and emphasize identifying the 

highly visible, surface-level perceptions of the organization’s shared values (and associated 

beliefs and norms) and a myriad of subsequent organizational behaviors (i.e., "how things are 

done") (Moran & Volkwein, 1992). 

Although culture and climate research have fundamentally different foundations and 

objectives they do have one overlapping area – values. For the organization culture research 

efforts, identification of the relevant values is what is sought. Culture studies typically expend 

their greatest effort in identifying and distilling the values, beliefs and norms through 

observational studies and spend almost no time asking about the perceptions of the members 

of the organization. In contrast, for climate research efforts the values are generally already well 

known (or at least hypothesized) and serve as the starting point for measuring the perceptions 

of people in the organization on dimensions of those values. Climate research efforts thus 

spend more time and energy in measuring perceptions of the values/beliefs/norms and equating 
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those to specific organizational performance and results. In either case, culture research or 

climate research, the values serve as the launching or foundation point of inquiry. 

Research by Schwartz (1992) identified 56 different values that are held by people 

within organizations. A list of those values is shown in Table 2.8 below. 

Table 2.8: The Schwartz Value Survey 

• A spiritual life 

• A varied life 

• A world at peace 

• A world of beauty 

• Accepting my portion in life 

• Ambitious 

• An exciting life 

• Authority 

• Broad-minded 

• Capable 

• Choosing own goals 

• Clean 

• Creativity 

• Curious 

• Daring 

• Detachment 

• Devout 

• Enjoying life 

• Equality 

• Family security 

• Forgiving 

• Freedom 

• Health 

• Helpful 

• Honest 

• Honoring of parents & elders 

• Humble 

• Independent 

• Influential 

• Inner harmony 

• Intelligent 

• Loyal 

• Mature love 

• Meaning in life 

• Moderate 

• National security 

• Obedient 

• Pleasure 

• Politeness 

• Preserving my public 

image 

• Protecting the environment 

• Reciprocation of favors 

• Respect for tradition 

• Responsible 

• Self-discipline 

• Self-respect 

• Sense of belonging 

• Social justice 

• Social order 

• Social power 

• Social recognition 

• Successful 

• True friendship 

• Unity with nature 

• Wealth 

• Wisdom 

SOURCE: Schwartz (1992, pp 60-62) 

The values identified by Schwartz (1992), although indicative of the complexity and 

richness of the values and underlying assumptions held by individuals in an organization, are 

fairly abstract. Consequently, many researchers have expressed a concern that Schwartz’s list 

of values may be of limited value when attempting to formulate a conceptual model of the 

relationship between organizational culture and an identifiable, facet-specific climate in the 

workplace. For example, Stackman, Pinder and Connor (2000) compared the Schwartz list of 

values to the Organization Culture Profile (OCP) developed by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell 
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(1991). Here, Stackman, Pinder and Connor found the OCP list of values to be a much more 

useful description of the values relevant to a workplace cultural analysis. The values contained 

in the OCP developed by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) are shown in Table 2.9 below. 

Table 2.9: Values Listed in the Organization Culture Profile (OCP) 

• A willingness to experiment 

• Achievement orientation 

• Action orientation 

• Adaptability 

• An emphasis on quality 

• Autonomy 

• Being aggressive 

• Being analytical 

• Being calm 

• Being careful 

• Being competitive 

• Being demanding 

• Being distinctive-different from others 

• Being easy going 

• Being highly organized 

• Being innovative 

• Being people oriented 

• Being precise 

• Being quick to take advantage of 

opportunities 

• Being reflective 

• Being results oriented 

• Being rule oriented 

• Being socially responsible 

• Being supportive 

• Being team oriented 

• Confronting conflict directly  

• Decisiveness 

• Developing friends at work 

• Emphasizing a single culture throughout the 

organization 

• Enthusiasm for the job 

• Fairness 

• Fitting in 

• Flexibility 

• Having a clear guiding philosophy 

• Having a good reputation 

• Having high expectations for performance 

• High pay for good performance 

• Informality  

• Low level of conflict 

• Not being constrained by many rules 

• Offers praise for good performance 

• Opportunities for professional growth 

• Paying attention to detail 

• Predictability 

• Respect for the individual's right 

• Risk taking 

• Security of employment 

• Sharing information freely 

• Stability 

• Taking individual responsibility 

• Taking initiative 

• Tolerance 

• Working in collaboration with others 

• Working long hours 

SOURCE: O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) 

A review of the prior research listed in Table 2.7 indicated that subsets of the values 

listed in the OCP (Table 2.9) were frequently used, directly or indirectly, in formulating the 

relevant climate constructs. For example, Andrews and Rogelberg (2001) researched Service 
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Climate by basing their survey instrument on the 54 questions included in the OCP, to which 

they added three items to assess service values (being customer-oriented, making customers 

the number one priority, and delivering high quality service). They also discarded five items from 

the OCP (all related to opportunities for professional growth) because they were deemed 

irrelevant to the small service organizations they were researching. 

Although Andrews and Rogelberg (2001) used the OCP mostly intact, much of the other 

research identified in Table 2.7 used considerably smaller subsets of the values identified in the 

OCP, usually ranging between five and twenty of the values. Similar to the approach taken by 

Andrews and Rogelberg (2001), many of the research efforts added unique (non-OCP listed) 

values that the researchers believed were of interest for the particular climates they were 

investigating within organizations. In some cases, the values that were added were closely 

related to the values listed in the Schwartz Value Survey shown in Table 2.9 above. 

In summary, a considerable amount of prior research has identified 13 different types of 

facet-specific climates. These readily identifiable climates can be formulated and measured 

using a relatively small, tailored subset of the organization's values that are found within the 

organization culture. Although 13 different climates have been previously research and 

described, none of the prior research focused specifically on the marketing climate for an 

organization. 

2.7 Climate as a Sustainable Competitive Advantage 

Although competitive advantage has long been contended to be the source of superior 

organizational performance, it is sustainable competitive advantage that provides the path to 

prolonged superior performance (Porter, 1985).  

Traditional economic theory predicts that competitive advantages of organizations in 

highly competitive markets will be short-lived. However, the proponents of sustainable 

competitive advantage claim that an organization's competitive advantage will actually last 
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longer, producing greater than average returns over rival organizations (Barney and Hesterly, 

2006; Mueller, 1977). Barney (1986, 1997) asserted that organizations are only able to hold 

sustainable competitive advantage for as long as they possess resources or capabilities which 

are valuable, rare, inimitable, not substitutable, and have an organizational orientation. Grant 

(1998) likewise argued that the sustainability of competitive advantage depends in great part on 

the complexity and challenges in replicating and transferring the capabilities and resources of 

the organizations involved. Researchers have studied the lasting competitive advantage of 

certain industries as compared to other industries. For example, after investigating the industry 

characteristics for long-term competitive advantage, Waring (1996) found that among other 

factors, firms are more likely to have sustainable competitive advantage when they operate in 

industries that (1) are informationally complex; (2) require customers to know a great deal in 

order to use the industry’s product, (3) require an increased level of research and development; 

and (4) have significant economies of scale when compared to firms that operate in industries 

without such attributes. Waring concluded that his findings supported theories of informational 

impediments to imitation, expropriation by labor, switching costs, rivalry, and economies of 

scale for explaining sustained competitive advantage of one competitor over another. 

Earlier research (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994; Webster, 1994) recognized that if the 

proactive application of resources is to be sustainable in the face of competition, then 

competitive advantage must be built on the distinctive resources and capabilities and must be 

actively protected against competitor imitation or encroachment. In essence, organizations 

cannot depend on static competitive advantage, but rather must be aggressive in formulating 

their resource mix to optimize performance in the face on changing market conditions and 

competitor responses. As an example, Hooley, Moller and Broderick (1998) subsequently 

argued that marketing leaders actively implement competitive positioning as one method to 
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leverage marketing capabilities and capacities as organizational resource to achieve economic 

benefit for the organization.  

Within the research for sustainable competitive advantage, the methods organizations 

may use to create barriers to imitation are identified as “isolating mechanisms”, and include 

phenomena within the organizations, such as aspects of managerial capabilities, corporate 

culture, property rights, and information asymmetries (Hooley and Greenley, 2005). Bharadwaj 

et al., (1993) argued that these isolating mechanisms are created through the distinctive ways in 

which the organization manages its resources (such as people, money, processes, information, 

etc), and through the organization’s ability to learn to better acquire, create and accumulate 

these resources. Hooley and Greenley (2005) identified resource inimitability, path dependency, 

non-transferability, nontradability, and non-depreciating as factors contributing to the creation of 

isolating mechanisms.  

For an organization to imitate a successful marketing positioning of a competitor, it must 

first identify the resources that were used by the competitor to create that market position. 

Considering the numerous ways in which marketing positions are created and maintained, 

competitors are likely to experience a serious dilemma identifying the resources required and 

used. Lippman and Rumelt (1982) referred to this dilemma as causal ambiguity. Reed and 

DeFillippi (1990) proposed three characteristics of resources that serve to contribute to causal 

ambiguity: (1) tacitness, which is skills-based resource capabilities accumulated from learning 

by doing and the experience of organization managers as a result of that doing; (2) complexity, 

which develops as a result of the substantial number of potentially very interrelated resources 

that are used; and (3) specificity, which is the degree of dedication of particular resources to 

specific activities within the organization. 

Research has shown that isolating mechanisms are not static and will depreciate as 

variations in resources between organizations erode and the initially distinctive competitive 
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marketing positions are challenged by competitors in relatively close proximity (Hooley and 

Greenley, 2005). Competitive positions may also depreciate as the size, value or requirements 

of target market segments change over time. Reed and DeFillippi (1990) pointed out that 

additional resources are thus likely to be needed for organizations to reestablish their unique 

competitive positions to order to once again achieve inimitability and imperfect mobility.  

Hooley and Greenley (2005) concluded that even in those instances where 

organizations successfully identify the resources used by competitors to create the competitive 

marketing position, it may be too difficult or cost prohibitive for them to attempt to acquire and 

deploy those same resources themselves. Market positions typically take considerable time and 

money to create and build. When these market positions are based on the tacit knowledge of 

managers and/or employees, the resources are likely to not be tradable or transferable. Hooley 

and Greenley (2005) also highlighted that when organizational culture has contributed in a 

material way to the market position, imitation by another organization may be even more 

difficult. 

2.8 Conclusions and Implications 

The included work suggests five main conclusions that have substantial implications for 

both academics and practitioners. 

First, extensive and comprehensive research has shown that substantial differences 

exist between organization culture and organization climate. Even though the differences are 

considerable, neither culture nor climate can fully support an organization without the 

contribution of the other. Culture establishes the foundation and bedrock for the organization 

through a series of Prime Value Streams that facilitate and guide the establishment of stable, 

productive and resilient climates. Those climates allow organizations to effectively and 

efficiently employ all forms of resources and to develop the organization's human resources to 

respond to endless challenges. 
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Second, although earlier research has provided enlightenment and illustration of the 

factors that contribute to our understanding of the organization, much is left to be learned. For 

the greatest part, the previously identified and researched factors did not take into consideration 

the structure and alignment of organization culture and organization climate, and their collective 

impacts on organization performance and results. Consequently, these previous research 

constructs warrant reinvestigation within the framework of a more comprehensive view of 

organizational culture, climate, behavior and performance. 

Third, the definition and clarification of facet-specific climates have already been 

completed in more than a dozen different areas of keen interest for organizations and their 

leaders. More than 100 different research efforts have been completed to validate the 

applicability and functionality of the clearly identifiable climates. The methodologies used in 

these prior research efforts provide a solid and sure footing for completing similar facet-specific 

research for other relevant climates by identifying relevant Prime Value Streams for each 

climate. 

Fourth, as with other elements of the organization, organizational climate can be a very 

positive and "hard-to-duplicate" sustainable competitive advantage for an organization. In 

contrast to culture, which is frequently very difficult to observe and describe, climate is easily 

observable and measurable, allowing it to be used by managers and leaders as a tool in 

orienting and controlling an organization. 

Lastly, the proposed conceptual model, shown once again in Figure 2.6 below, provides 

a robust, well-defined, and comprehensive vision of the dynamic factors and elements that 

comprise an organization.  



 

 

 

6
9

 

Customer 
Behavior

Consumption

Satisfaction

WOM

Organizational 
Performance 

Results

Organizational Culture

Prime Value Streams

• Value #1-Beliefs-Norms

• Value #2-Beliefs-Norms

• Value #3-Beliefs-Norms

• Value #n-Beliefs-Norms

Shared Infrastructure

Intangible Elements

• Language

• Narratives

• Informal Practices

• Relationships

Tangible Elements

• Physical Resources

• Human Resources

• Knowledge

• Dress/Appearance

Marketing
Climate

Perceptions of the 
current status of the 

culture and 
environmental 

conditions by all the 
people in the 

organization

Organizational 
Leadership 

Actions

Feedback

Marketing-Oriented    
Behavior

• Product development

• Pricing

• Channel management

• Marketing 
communications

• Selling

• Market information 
management 

• Marketing planning

• Marketing 

implementation

External 
Environmental

Conditions

 

Figure 2.6: Conceptual Model of Organizational Culture, Marketing Climate, Marketing-Oriented Behavior, and Performance Results 
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Five concepts are central to the model shown in Figure 2.6: (1) the recognition of the 

roles, relationships and contributions of culture and climate within an organization; (2) the 

psychosocial Prime Value Streams and tangible/intangible elements of the Shared 

Infrastructure that comprise culture; (3) the impact points for external environmental conditions 

that influence the organization's options and responses; (4) the existence of feedback channels 

that allow organizational leaders to see and interpret organization behavior and performance 

results; and (5) the correct leverage points where organization leadership can facilitate needed 

changes. 

The proposed conceptual model provides a framework for completing substantial and 

very timely research of great interest to academia and marketing leaders in organizations of all 

sizes. 

The time is right to move beyond the earlier research for marketing organizations, 

which focused so heavily on the factors of creativity, innovation, market orientation, learning 

orientation, organizational structure, and strategic posture. By embracing this new conceptual 

model, future organizations can embrace a marketing climate that provides a truly sustainable 

competitive advantage across the span of their operations and industries.   
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CHAPTER 3 

ESSAY 2: ESTABLISHING THE MEASURE OF MARKETING CLIMATE 

3.1 Overview 

Essay 1 described research and conclusions with substantial implications for both 

academics and practitioners. The four main conclusions are summarized below. 

First, recognition that neither culture nor climate can fully support an organization 

without the contribution of the other. The existence of Prime Value Streams within the 

organization's culture facilitates the establishment of stable, productive and resilient climates. 

Second, the methodologies used in prior research on facet-specific climates provide a 

solid and secure footing for completing similar facet-specific research for other climates, such 

as for marketing. 

Third, the easily observable and measurable climate of an organization can be used as 

a tool in the creation of a sustainable competitive advantage for the organization. 

Lastly, the proposed conceptual model, as shown in Figure 3.1 below, provides a 

robust, well-defined, and comprehensive vision of the dynamic factors and elements that 

comprise an organization. Five concepts are central to this conceptual model:  

1) The recognition of the roles, relationships and contributions of culture and climate 

within an organization;  

2) The existence of psychosocial Prime Value Streams and both tangible and 

intangible elements within the Shared Infrastructure of the organization's culture;  

3) The localization of impact points for external environmental conditions that 

influence the organization's options and responses;  
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Figure 3.1: Conceptual Model of Organizational Culture, Marketing Climate, Marketing-Oriented Behavior, and Performance Results 
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4) The existence of feedback channels that allow organizational leaders to see and 

interpret organization behavior and performance results; and  

5) The detailing of leverage points where organization leadership can facilitate needed 

changes. 

The objective of this second essay is to build upon the conceptual model and use its 

tenets as a framework in creating a measurement instrument for an identifiable marketing 

climate. This new instrument will allow research to move beyond the earlier research efforts for 

marketing organizations, which focused so heavily on the factors of creativity, innovation, 

market orientation, learning orientation, organizational structure, and strategic posture. By 

embracing this new conceptual model, this current research seeks to put into the hands of 

academics and practitioners a new capability to design, develop and manage marketing-based 

sustainable competitive advantages across a wide span of operations and industries. 

3.2 Research Approach 

To accomplish the specified research objectives requires a series of activities. These 

activities span across all responsibilities of an organization that are designated as "marketing-

oriented." Specifically, the following steps will be followed for this research: 

• Step 1: Identify the values that are relevant to a marketing-oriented organization. 

• Step 2: Establish Prime Value Streams by identifying relevant beliefs and norms 

applicable to each of the Prime values identified in Step 1.  

• Step 3: Identify the Shared Infrastructure elements, both tangible and intangible, 

for a marketing-oriented organization. 

• Step 4: Develop scale items that will measure perceptions for the Prime Value 

Streams (Step 2) and the Shared Infrastructure (Step 3) 

A major concern of this research approach is that the end product, in the form of a 

measurement instrument for marketing climate, must be academically sound, scientifically 
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robust, and pragmatically implementable. To ensure the target "implementer" would be able to 

thoroughly use the results of this research, the first task was to determine who in the 

organization is in the position most able to see and influence those elements of the organization 

that must be marketing-oriented. 

Prior research has generally proclaimed that organizations who adopt a marketing-

orientation have benefited from the spread of marketing attitudes and behaviors throughout the 

organization (Deshpande and Farley, 2004; Deshpande et al., 1993; Deshpande and Webster, 

1989). In some cases, earlier research has gone so far as to declare that these organizations 

ultimately adopt a marketing “insight” within even their non-marketing functions (Galbraith, 

2002; Webster, Maller, and Ganesan, 2005).  

The introduction of the Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) in the 1950s was conceived with 

the view that the position was one of “top marketing manager,” someone who could guide the 

organization with a robust view of the marketing concept, and thus to a marketing-orientation 

(Keith, 1960). Within this frame of reference, the inclusion of CMOs in the strategic boards of 

organizations affirmed the organization's desire to attain a marketing-orientation.  

Prior research on CMOs in organizations has associated the presence of CMOs in the 

strategic board as being indicative of relative CMO power levels (Mann, 1971; Piercy, 1986; 

Webster, 1981; Webster et al., 2005). According to Hyde, Landry, and Tipping (2004), 47% of 

Fortune 1000 firms has a CMO. A more recent study of 167 Fortune 1000 companies showed 

that an average of 40% of the companies had a CMO over the 2000-2004 period, and that the 

percentage has been relatively stable over the period (Nath and Mahajan, 2008). CMOs thus 

have earned a respected and long-term role in fashioning their organizations. 

Recent research by Martin, Martin and Minnillo (2009) explored the cognitive models 

evident in organizational leaders with strong marketing-orientation as compared to the cognitive 

models of leaders with low marketing-orientation. The results of their research show that 

leaders in high marketing-oriented organizations appeared to have cognitive models that reflect 
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values and norms consistent with those suggested by Homburg and Pflesser (2000) for market 

oriented organizations. Additionally, the research indicated strong consistencies for the 

mechanisms firms chose when implementing high market-oriented cognitive models as well as 

different, but equally strong, consistencies for organizations implementing low market-oriented 

cognitive models. Leaders who were more market-oriented had organizations with less 

structural departmentalization than the low market-oriented firms, used a greater amount and 

complexity of internal customer/supplier networks, established very open communication 

systems within their organizations, and established managerial systems that measure and 

reward employees who demonstrate market-oriented behaviors. Martin, Martin and Minnillo 

(2009) thus concluded that leaders who wish to emphasize a high market orientation within their 

organization must do so through their articulation and reinforcement of a competition-focused 

organizational culture through a set of values, norms, behaviors, and structures. They further 

argued that in order to create and maintain this organizational culture as a critical resource, top 

managers in the organization must embrace marketing-orientation as a significant part of their 

overall business model. 

The prior research highlights the valuable insight and contribution CMOs offer their 

organizations as the top leader with a marketing-orientation. CMOs sit at a critical juncture in 

their organizations, a point where information on overall organization performance intersects 

with the ability to leverage and influence resource allocation, processes and procedures. 

Successful CMOs also have the cognitive abilities to recognize the contribution of a marketing-

oriented organizational culture. Consequently, CMOs are considered the target group for use of 

the proposed conceptual model and measurement instrument for marketing climate. 

Some firms have chosen to not employ a formal CMO. For these firms, the most 

common title of the senior person with marketing responsibilities is typically either an Executive 

Vice President or Senior Vice President of Marketing. In some cases, particularly with firms in 

industries that are primarily business-to-business or business-to-government, "marketing" is 
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often referred to as "business development," and consequently, the top position with marketing 

responsibilities might be designated as the Executive (or Senior) Vice President of Business 

Development. For ease of discussion throughout the remainder of this text, the term CMO will 

be used to refer to the firm’s most senior marketing or business development executive, 

regardless of that person’s formal title. 

3.3 Step 1: Identifying the Values Relevant to a Marketing-Oriented Organization 

The objective of this initial step is to identify values that are relevant to a marketing-

oriented organization. To accomplish this step, an initial literature review was completed to 

identify all potentially relevant values held.  

Schwartz (1992, 1994) created his 'Schwartz Value Inventory' (SVI) by completing a 

wide survey of over 60,000 people. The SVI identifies 56 common values that people consider 

as "guiding principles for one's life" Schwartz (1992, 1994). A list of those values is shown in 

Table 3.1 below. 

Table 3.1: The Schwartz Value Inventory 

• A spiritual life 

• A varied life 

• A world at peace 

• A world of beauty 

• Accepting my portion in life 

• Ambitious 

• An exciting life 

• Authority 

• Broad-minded 

• Capable 

• Choosing own goals 

• Clean 

• Creativity 

• Curious 

• Daring 

• Detachment 

• Devout 

• Enjoying life 

• Equality 

• Family security 

• Forgiving 

• Freedom 

• Health 

• Helpful 

• Honest 

• Honoring of parents & elders 

• Humble 

• Independent 

• Influential 

• Inner harmony 

• Intelligent 

• Loyal 

• Mature love 

• Meaning in life 

• Moderate 

• National security 

• Obedient 

• Pleasure 

• Politeness 

• Preserving my public 

image 

• Protecting the environment 

• Reciprocation of favors 

• Respect for tradition 

• Responsible 

• Self-discipline 

• Self-respect 

• Sense of belonging 

• Social justice 

• Social order 

• Social power 

• Social recognition 

• Successful 

• True friendship 

• Unity with nature 

• Wealth 

• Wisdom 
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The values identified by Schwartz (1992, 1994), although indicative of the complexity 

and richness of the values and underlying assumptions held by individuals in an organization, 

are fairly abstract when it comes to organizational-level considerations. Consequently, many 

researchers have expressed a concern that Schwartz’s list of values may be of limited value 

when attempting to formulate a measurement instrument for an organization's climate. For 

example, Stackman, Pinder and Connor (2000) compared the Schwartz list of values to the 

Organization Culture Profile (OCP) developed by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991). Here, 

Stackman, Pinder and Connor found the OCP list of values to be a much more useful 

description of the values relevant to a workplace cultural analysis. The values contained in the 

OCP developed by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) are shown in Table 3.2 below. 

A composite list of the values from both Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 is quite extensive and 

covers many values that are not likely to be of direct impact to the marketing objectives, and 

subsequently the marketing climate, of an organization. Consequently, a method is needed to 

reduce the long list of potential values down to a manageable list of values deemed most 

relevant to a marketing-oriented organization. 

Prior research by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) looked specifically at the 

Prime values of relevance to organizations seeking to transform themselves by achieving a 

marketing-orientation. In their 10 month research effort conducted on four different 

organizations, Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry used in-depth, qualitative data collection 

techniques to identify six cultural values that were common to all of the participating firms. 

These common values of interest to marketing-orientated organizations included: (1) Market as 

the raison d’être; (2) Collaboration; (3) Respect/empathy/perspective taking; (4) Keep promises; 

(5) Openness; and (6) Trust. 
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Table 3.2: Values Listed in the Organization Culture Profile (OCP) 

• A willingness to experiment 

• Achievement orientation 

• Action orientation 

• Adaptability 

• An emphasis on quality 

• Autonomy 

• Being aggressive 

• Being analytical 

• Being calm 

• Being careful 

• Being competitive 

• Being demanding 

• Being distinctive-different from others 

• Being easy going 

• Being highly organized 

• Being innovative 

• Being people oriented 

• Being precise 

• Being quick to take advantage of 

opportunities 

• Being reflective 

• Being results oriented 

• Being rule oriented 

• Being socially responsible 

• Being supportive 

• Being team oriented 

• Confronting conflict directly  

• Decisiveness 

• Developing friends at work 

• Emphasizing a single culture throughout the 

organization 

• Enthusiasm for the job 

• Fairness 

• Fitting in 

• Flexibility 

• Having a clear guiding philosophy 

• Having a good reputation 

• Having high expectations for performance 

• High pay for good performance 

• Informality  

• Low level of conflict 

• Not being constrained by many rules 

• Offers praise for good performance 

• Opportunities for professional growth 

• Paying attention to detail 

• Predictability 

• Respect for the individual's right 

• Risk taking 

• Security of employment 

• Sharing information freely 

• Stability 

• Taking individual responsibility 

• Taking initiative 

• Tolerance 

• Working in collaboration with others 

• Working long hours 

 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) reported that the broadly inclusive “market as 

the raison d’être” organizational value provided common meaning to all members of the 

organization and helped to create a unifying, socially-constructed, in-group. They reported that 

the development of this inclusive in-group created a cultural foundation for organizations and 

prompted positive behaviors that allowed the firms to adapt to new visions and missions in 

response to conditions changing within the market. Additionally, Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 

Sherry professed that the “market as the raison d’être” value was the central cultural value that 
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provided a rationale for the other five values, all of which they believe were required for an 

effective marketing-orientated organization.  

Table 3.3 below provides a comparison between the prime values identified by 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) and those identified by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell 

(1991) and Schwartz (1992, 1994). 

Table 3.3: Comparison between Prime Organization Values 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) 
Values for Market Oriented Firms 

O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) Values 
for Organizations in General 

Market as the raison d’être None 

Collaboration 
Being team oriented 

Working in collaboration with others 

Respect/empathy/perspective taking 

Being supportive 

Being people oriented 

Respect for the individual's right 
Tolerance 

Keep promises Taking individual responsibility 

Openness Sharing information freely 

Trust 
Predictability 

Security of employment 

As shown in Table 3.3, with the exception of "market as the raison d’être", there are 

considerable correlations between the prime values identified by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 

Sherry (2006) and those identified by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991). The existence of 

"market as the raison d’être" as a prime value in the research by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 

Sherry is somewhat to be anticipated since their efforts looked specifically at organizations 

desiring to attain a marketing-orientation. On the other hand, O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell 

(1991) were looking at a broad span of organizations with a diversity of objectives and 

orientations and sought to generalize the values of the much larger collective, with no specific 

regard as to marketing objectives. 

Although the research by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) is well designed, 

timely and insightful, several limitations were identified.  
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First, there are a considerable number of different values listed in other research [such 

as Schwartz (1992, 1994) and O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991)] that do not appear in the 

primary values listing for Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006). This begs the question of 

whether those other values were ever considered as a part of the research effort by Gebhardt, 

Carpenter, and Sherry, and if they were considered, were they just not sufficiently significant. 

The second limitation arises from the relatively small number of firms participating in 

the research by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry. With only four companies involved, we are 

left with the concern that it is entirely possible that more (or other) values should be considered 

as being relevant to organizations seeking a marketing orientation than were captured by such 

a small sample set.  

The third limitation revolves around the somewhat tenuous interpretation of the primary 

values when multiple values cited by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) appear to be 

somewhat related to a single primary value by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry. The concern is 

that there may be more than one way to interpret the primary values, and that interpretation 

may be different for people who have a marketing-orientation compared to those who may not. 

The current research sought to overcome these limitations and enhance the robustness 

of the results found by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry, with an eye on developing a more 

comprehensive listing of the primary values that are relevant to organizations pursuing a 

marketing-orientation. To accomplish this, a series of depth interviews were conducted with 

CMOs of US-based corporations to obtain their insights. 

A total of 26 CMOs were interviewed over a 6-month period between June-November 

of 2011. A total of 306 invitations were sent by email (54) and US postal mail (252) to CMOs 

asking them to participate in the interviews. The majority of the CMOs were recruited from a 

listing of Fortune 1000 companies. Others were recruited because of either their local or 

national prominence or their public recognition for being successful as a CMO. In a limited 
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number of cases, the CMOs were contacted after having been recommended to the researcher 

by one of the participating CMO interviewees.  

The CMO interviewees came from a broad range of organizations as highlighted below: 

• Several global and national chemical processing and distribution companies 

• Several national and regional real estate and property management companies 

• Several national defense and aerospace manufacturing and service companies 

• Several national and regional oil refining and distribution companies 

• Several national and regional electrical power distribution companies 

• Several regional telecommunications service/IT infrastructure companies 

• Several software development and marketing companies  

• Several high-technology companies pursuing alternative and sustainable 

energy solutions 

• A nationally-recognized university 

• A national railway transportation company 

• A national producer and distributor of branded poultry food products 

• A national "big-box" retailer of office products and supplies 

• A national "small-box" discount chain retailer  

• A national designer/manufacturer/distributor of fashion and bridal jewelry 

• A regional marketing services company 

The interviews of the CMOs were completed either in person, by telephone, or with 

Skype teleconferencing. Individual interviews lasted between 12 and 75 minutes, with the vast 

majority lasting between 15 and 30 minutes. 

The depth interviews consisted of initial "phenomenological interviews" for the main 

data collection (Thompson, Locander, and Pollio, 1989; Cherrier and Murray, 2007). The 

phenomenological interview process is an open-ended interview technique where the 
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interviewees are asked to describe their experiences within the domain of interest without 

presenting them with a priori questions (Thompson, Locander, and Pollio, 1989). This technique 

is based on the research paradigm of existential-phenomenology, which places great 

importance of having the respondents describe their experiences "as they are lived" 

(Thompson, Locander, and Pollio, 1989). This theoretical and methodological approach aligns 

with the overall focus of the current research, which was to identify the successful CMO's 

personal experiences in their current and previous organizations. The data collected from the 

CMOs was subsequently going to be used as the starting point for building greater insights into 

the values of marketing-oriented organizations.  

These phenomenological interviews began in a more-or-less exploratory manner, 

focusing on each CMO's experiences and interpretation of the general contribution of 

organizational culture to organization performance (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Thompson, 

Locander, and Pollio, 1989). The CMO's were then encouraged to highlight the values they 

believed were most important in facilitating an organization meeting its marketing objectives. In 

most cases, the CMOs tended to cite primarily the culture and values for their current 

organization. However, through facilitation by the researcher, they were encouraged to offer 

insight across all previous organizations for which they had had a marketing-related position.  

Following the initial phenomenological inquiry, the interviews were shifted to a directed 

inquiry approach, ensuring that the subsequent lines of questioning built on the earlier 

responses for the primary values and how those prime values contribute to building a 

successful organizational culture (Eisenhardt, 1989; Strauss and Corbin, 1990, 1998). 

Specifically, the CMOs were asked to provide examples of the general beliefs and norms they 

anticipate within a marketing-oriented organization as well as any specific activities or artifacts 

they look for when evaluating their organizations.  

Depending upon the earlier responses, the remainder of the CMO interviews was 

guided in one of three different directions. The first option was having the CMO identify 
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perceptions of the difficulties in achieving organization-wide concurrence on the marketing-

relevant values that would support a suitable culture. The second option was to obtain the 

CMO's perception of their ability to effectively use a marketing climate, in particular a marketing 

climate measurement instrument, to lead and manage the entire organization towards meeting 

their overall marketing objectives. The third option was to have the CMO describe examples of 

the supporting infrastructure of their organization that they routinely looked for, or inquired 

about, when assessing whether the organization had a positive or negative culture and climate. 

In some cases, if adequate time was available, more than one of the above options were 

explored. 

Over the course of the interviews, the CMO's responses clearly indicated that the six 

prime values identified by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) were of substantial 

importance to these CMOs as well. Repeated CMOs cited the same value concepts, although 

in most cases they used somewhat different words to describe the values. Table 3.4 below 

highlights the comparisons between the prime values offered by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 

Sherry (2006) and the results of the current CMO interviews for these same values. 

Table 3.4: Comparing the Prime Organization Values Described by CMOs 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) 
Values for Market Oriented Firms 

Values as Described during the CMO 
Interviews 

Market as the raison d’être Market-Driven and Focused 

Collaboration Teamwork and Collaboration 

Respect/empathy/perspective taking Respect and Empathy 

Keep promises Promises and Commitments 

Openness Openness and Sharing 

Trust Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 

 
As shown in Table 3.4 above, most of the prime values tended to actually be clusters of 

related values that the CMOs seemed to think were so highly similar as to be the same thing. 

The following is a brief description the CMOs offered for each of these values. 

• Market-Driven and Focused: This value added more definition to the Gebhardt, 

Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) prime value of “market as the raison d’être”. The 
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CMOs stressed that the purpose of the marketing-oriented organization must be to 

respond to the realities of the marketplace. Every decision the organization makes 

must be assessed against the backdrop of how any resulting course of action will 

impact all of the elements of the market. These elements of the market include 

stakeholder, customer and employee expectations, as well as all possible 

competitive scenarios. The CMOs advanced that by having the entire organization 

focus on the market realities, the entire organization can understand how they 

individually and collectively contribute and succeed. The CMOs maintained that this 

prime value is critical to overall success as it greatly facilitates and guides the 

contribution of all other values in the organization. 

• Teamwork and Collaboration: The CMOs stressed that all portions of the 

organization must work together as a team and collaborate in order to achieve the 

needed levels of economy of scale and attain/keep the focus on the market. When 

teams of organization members work together, they can do more, and do it  better, 

faster and cheaper, than when they work apart from each other. The CMOs also 

stressed that this goes beyond just individuals on a team, but also includes different 

teams working together in harmony. 

• Respect and Empathy: This prime value was very close to what Gebhardt, 

Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) stated as " Respect/empathy/perspective taking". 

Numerous CMOs stated that organization members must firmly believe that others 

in the organization are "fundamentally good people." CMOs felt that for an 

organization to be marketing-oriented, people can't be second-guessing the 

motivations and intentions of those they work with every day because that pulls 

their focus away from the external view of responding to the market. Consequently, 

organization members must have faith that their co-workers will perform their job 
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based on good, sound, and rational reasons and everyone must operate blindly on 

that faith. 

• Promises and Commitment: This value centers on the degree to which people in 

the organization commit to pulling their own weight. The more people are willing to 

commit to the success of the organization, and then show that commitment by 

keeping promises to others, the more they reinforce and earn respect. 

• Openness and Sharing: This value was close to what Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 

Sherry (2006) stated as simply "Openness". However, the CMOs believed that the 

value must incorporate the wider concept that being a 100% member of an 

organization requires 100% sharing of 100% of the information and knowledge the 

person has. Only through complete sharing can the organization achieve maximum 

collaboration and teamwork, all of which lead to respect and increasing 

commitment to the entire team's success 

• Trust, Honesty, and Integrity: Just like with the earlier value of Respect/Empathy, 

CMOs felt that people can't be second-guessing others they work with every day 

because that ultimately pulls everyone's focus away from responding to the market. 

People must trust that their coworkers have bought into the same values that they 

have and that everyone is guided by the principles of truthfulness and integrity.   

In addition to concurring in the refinement of the six prime values listed above, the 

CMOs identified and proffered three additional prime values that they believe are central to 

marketing-oriented organizations. These include the following: 

• Support for Our Brand: The CMOs widely held that all employees of an 

organization must realize that their brand is an extremely valuable asset that 

describes and defines "who they are" as an organization. They also stressed that 

the brand must represent a "set of promises" made by the people in the 
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organization to their customers and to themselves. According to these CMOs, 

attaining a marketing-orientation is not likely to occur if the people in the 

organization don't recognize, grasp, cherish and live their brand. 

• Data-Driven: The CMOs also believed that the more data and information an 

organization has at its disposal, the better their decisions and plans will be. 

Consequently, CMOs felt there needs to be a prime value that embraces the 

collection, use and analysis of data in order to better support decision-making and 

planning.  

• Community Citizenship: Numerous CMOs stressed that their organizations felt they 

had a moral and ethical responsibility to be good citizens within their local 

communities. The methods these various organizations chose to demonstrate their 

commitment to their communities were very broad, and in some cases were 

perhaps their single most visible sign that they were all working together for a 

common good. Additionally, these community citizenship activities were frequently 

viewed by the CMOs as an opportunity to respond to multiple values at the same 

time, such as building their brand, responding to the market, working as a team, 

building respect and empathy within the team, and fulfilling their promises and 

commitments to support not only their own team but the community as well.  

In summary, the depth interviews with the CMOs provided a longer and more 

comprehensive list for the prime values that are relevant to organizations wishing to have a 

marketing-orientation than what was provided by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006). 

Table 3.5 below compares the prime values advanced by the interviewed CMOs compared to 

those by Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006) and by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell 

(1991) for organizations in general. 
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Table 3.5: Comparing the Prime Organization Values 

Values as Described during 
the CMO Interviews 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and 
Sherry (2006) Values for 
Market Oriented Firms 

O'Reilly, Chatman and 
Caldwell (1991) Values for 
Organizations in General 

Market-Driven and Focused Market as the raison d’être None 

Teamwork and Collaboration Collaboration 
Being team oriented 

Working in collaboration with 
others 

Respect and Empathy 
Respect/empathy/ 
perspective taking 

Being supportive 

Being people oriented 

Respect for the individual's 
right 

Tolerance 

Promises and Commitments Keep promises Taking individual responsibility 

Openness and Sharing Openness Sharing information freely 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity Trust 
Predictability 

Security of employment 

Support for Our Brand None None 

Data-Driven None Being analytical 

Community Citizenship None Being socially responsible 

The nine prime values as identified by the interviewed CMOs, will serve as the basis for 

the remainder of this research. The combination of these values should create an 

organizational culture that supports collaboration and team-building, leverages the capabilities 

and experiences of everyone in the organization, supports more effective solutions to problems, 

maximizes the contribution of branding, and, above all, keeps the organization focused on 

responding to market conditions.  

3.4 Step 2: Establish Prime Value Streams 

The objective of this next step is to establish the Prime Value Stream for each of the 

nine prime values identified in Step 1 above.  

The model shown earlier in Figure 3.1 includes a framework for connecting and relating 

prime values, beliefs and norms into the structure referred to as Prime Value Streams. The 

Prime Value Streams provide a sequential correlation between each prime value and its 

associated beliefs and behavioral norms. 
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As described earlier, during the CMO interviews they were asked to provide examples 

of the general beliefs and norms they anticipated within a marketing-oriented organization. The 

records of the CMO responses were analyzed and compared with the observations contained in 

Gebhardt, Carpenter, and Sherry (2006). The end result was a listing that correlated the CMOs 

stated beliefs and norms to the nine prime values. These correlations represent the Prime 

Value Streams for marketing-oriented organizations. Table 3.6 below provides the Prime Value 

Streams for the nine prime values.  

Table 3.6: Prime Value Streams 

Prime Value  Beliefs  Behavioral Norms  

Market-Driven 
and Focused  

By responding to all elements 
of the market, we can make a 
living for our employees and a 
satisfactory return for our 
investors. 
We look to our market to 
determine our focus and 
direction. 
We are successful only when 
our customers are pleased 
with what we provide to them. 
We must innovate to be 
prepared for what our 
customer's will want in the 
future. 

Every decision and action we take 
considers how we are responding to the 
market. 
Every decision and action we take 
considers how we are impacting our 
employees. 
Every decision and action we take 
considers how we are impacting our 
shareholders. 
We measure our success in terms of 
customer satisfaction, market share, 
and industry leadership.  
We innovate so we can offer our 
customers new products and services in 
the future. 

Support for Our 
Brand 

Our brand is a valuable asset 
that describes and defines 
who we are. 
Our brand represents a set of 
promises we make to our 
customers and ourselves.  

Our actions will always be in line with 
our brand image. 
We hold true and faithful to our brand’s 
promises to both our customers and 
ourselves.  

Teamwork and 
Collaboration  

We can achieve more, and do 
it better, faster and cheaper, 
by working together rather 
than by working apart.  

We do our work collaboratively as 
teams. 
Our teams are jointly responsible for 
their outcomes.  
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Table 3.6 - Continued  

Prime Value  Beliefs  Behavioral Norms  

Respect and 
Empathy  

People are basically good and 
they have good reasons for 
their actions.  

We consider and respect the 
perspectives and needs of others when 
reacting to or interpreting their actions.  
We consider and respect the training, 
expertise, and experiences of others 
when reacting to or interpreting their 
actions. 

Promises and 
Commitments  

To succeed, everyone in our 
organization must commit to 
doing their own part and 
follow through on their 
commitments. 

Each of our employees is committed to 
do their own part to support the 
organization.  
Each of our employees follows through 
on their promises and commitments to 
others. 

Openness and 
Sharing 

By honestly sharing our 
information, assumptions, and 
motives we are better able to 
understand and effectively 
collaborate with others.  

Each of our employees proactively and 
honestly shares all available information 
with others in the organization.  
Each of our employees proactively and 
honestly shares their assumptions and 
motives with others in the organization. 

Trust, Honesty, 
and Integrity 

Since everyone is committed 
to the same market-driven 
goals and objectives for the 
organization, we have positive 
expectations about other 
people’s intentions and 
behaviors.  

We trust that our fellow employees are 
telling the truth and that they will follow 
through on their commitments.  

Data-Driven The more data and 
information we have the 
better our decisions and plans 
will be. 

We collect, use and analyze a broad 
range of data in order to better support 
our decision-making and planning 
processes.  

Community 
Citizenship 

We have moral and ethical 
responsibilities to be good 
citizens within our local 
communities. 

Our actions, individually and collectively, 
display good citizenship within the 
communities where we live and operate. 
As a company, we will never do 
anything that might harm the 
environment or society. 
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3.5 Step 3: Identify the Shared Infrastructure Elements  

This step will identify the Shared Infrastructure elements for a marketing-oriented 

organization. As described in Essay 1, the Shared Infrastructure is comprised of the language, 

narratives, informal practices, relationships, and objects created by an organization (Trice and 

Beyer 1993; Schein, 1985). 

The Shared Infrastructure consists of specific tangible and intangible elements or 

artifacts within an organization. Research has shown that these elements are frequently one of 

the most visible and impactful aspects of the organization's culture (Trice and Beyer, 1993). 

The intangible elements of the Shared Infrastructure consist of organizational language 

(which is learned and understood by people in the organization), narratives (typically come in 

the form of stories, legends, sagas, and myths), informal practices (these are typically rituals, 

rites and ceremonies), and internal relationships within the organization. 

In addition to the intangible infrastructure elements of the Shared Infrastructure, there 

are a considerable amount of tangible elements, which include the following: 

• Physical Resources: This includes all property, plant, equipment and 

technology, and any other physical assets that the organization uses to perform 

and support its operations. 

• Human Resources, which encompasses all the people in the organization, 

including all their knowledge and abilities. 

• Knowledge Resources comes in the form of documented processes, 

procedures, policies, formal practices, patents, and plans (such as strategic 

plans, business models, trade agreements with other organizations, etc) 

• Dress and appearance: includes clothing and attire worn by people in the 

organization, to include professional/protective wear, uniforms, name tags, etc. 
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Also included are the grooming and appearance standards of people in the 

organization. 

Research has shown that these Shared Infrastructure elements, both tangible and 

intangible, are direct contributors to an organization's ability to support specific marketing 

objectives through desirable behaviors (Schein, 1985; Gagliardi, 1990; Harris, 1998; Trice and 

Beyer, 1993).  

As part of the CMO interviews, they were asked to provide examples of the supporting 

infrastructure elements of their organization that they routinely assessed to determine whether 

the organization had a positive or negative culture and climate. Very few of the CMOs 

mentioned or provided examples of the intangible elements (language, narratives, informal 

practices, or internal relationships) within their organizations. On prompting, a few CMOs 

acknowledged that these were at times valid considerations that could have a substantial 

impact. In response to interview inquiries as to why they did not mention them, the CMOs 

frequently conveyed that the practical realities of being able to assess these subtleties in the 

limited time they typically had available for interfacing with their numerous areas of 

responsibility made such assessments difficult and less than sufficiently reliable for them to act 

upon if they were able to get a read of their status. The only intangible element that was 

suggested as being measurable was the degree that internal relationships were comprehensive 

and genuine enough to positively support the organization's objectives. Several CMOs stated 

that if they had any indications that there was a substantial or growing problem associated with 

these "touchy-feely" elements of the organization's culture, they would coordinate a specific 

effort to investigate the potential causes and work the issues when sufficient detailed 

information was available to support decision-making.  

Collectively, the CMOs clearly downplayed the practicality and convenience of using 

the intangible elements as an initial measure of climate across an entire organization, but that 

they should be considered if there was an indication that a problem might be developing.  
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In contrast to their limited responses on the intangible elements of the Shared 

Infrastructure, CMOs were quite vocal on their experiences and observations of how providing 

tangible elements of a Shared Infrastructure impacted the ability to achieve a marketing-

orientation for the organization. The CMOs offered the following as succinct examples for each 

tangible element listed below: 

• Physical Resources:  

- "You can't imagine the negative impact there is if the workspace isn't 

supportive of getting teams together and working like a team. Virtual offices 

scattered all about may work, but they seldom work better [than having a 

physical office]." 

- "We had to move past how the customer sees our stores and see how our 

employees feel working in our stores. Does the store make them proud and 

want to be here?" 

- "I can tell right away how well the store is working by how people take care 

of the place. If you have a weak team, it shows up in a dirty, dingy store." 

- "We completely reworked the in-house [...] data system. After that, most 

people stopped complaining and started participating." 

• Human Resources: 

- "You have to have the right people with the right mindset. And not just 

managers. After all, even the best store manager can't set a great course if 

he hasn't got the tools to work with or been given the needed insight by 

those above him or her." 

- "People bring the real difference to the game. And for the most part they 

come right from that local community. So who better to ask how we can 

better serve them than to ask their neighbors?" 
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- "Training goes beyond just showing them how to do their job. It means 

giving them the big picture and introducing them to all the problems the 

company is facing. Then teaching them how to be team players in tackling 

those problems." 

- "Sometimes you have to move people from one part of the company to 

another just to share the blood and get the ideas to move around." 

- "When people know they are part of a team and others on the team are 

counting on them, they respond to the challenge--if nothing else just so they 

don't let down their team." 

• Knowledge Resources: 

- "If you don't write it down, it gets watered down. And people start to forget 

why they were supposed to do it in the first place." 

- "You need the ability to restart something even after your best guy moves 

on."  

- "If it's not in some sort of strategic plan or marketing plan, you're just 

winging it." 

- "These [written policies and procedures] are a fine line. Too much 

dependence on the written word leads to too little thinking. ... Too little 

[written down] leads to too many cowboys who do what they want and not 

what we want." 

• Dress and Appearance:  

- "You've heard the line 'You are what you eat?' It certainly applies here. If 

they take pride in how they dress they are going to flow that pride over to 

their work. Or vice versa." 

- "If we set standards and the team self-enforces, everyone is on-board. But 
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it needs to be visible and consistent. People need to let it [dress and 

professional image] become part of who they are, just as much as it is who 

the company is." 

- "People need to see that the standards are applied the same everywhere 

all the time." 

- The pride they take in their appearance usually runs parallel the pride they 

take in where they work and what they do. And customers sense that the 

minute they walk into the store." 

- "Nothing is more of a turn-off to the public than a greasy, sweaty, hulking 

guy who scares them. We need to let them [the employees] know that they 

are the first line of contact with the customers, so make a damn good first 

impression." 

From the above comments, and many others provided by the CMOs, it is clear that the 

CMOs use the tangible elements of the Shared Infrastructure to build on the nine prime values 

of importance to their organizations. Their comments center on how these elements impact the 

employees’ perceptions of teamwork, brand image, responding to the market, being data-

driven, and maintaining promises and commitment. 

3.6 Step 4: Develop the Survey Scale Items for the Marketing Climate 

During this step, scale items are developed that measure the perceptions of the people 

in the organization for each of the Prime Value Streams (identified in Step 2 above) and the 

Shared Infrastructure (identified in Step 3 above). 

3.6.1 Survey Scale Items for Prime Values 

The objective for these survey items is to provide a measurement of the perceptions for 

each of the Prime Value Streams identified earlier.  

Each Prime Value Stream is composed of a sequence of three components: (1) a root 

prime value, (2) a corresponding set of beliefs associated with the prime value, and (3) a set of 
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norms that describe the organization's expectations about acceptable and unacceptable 

behavior.  

The goal in measuring the marketing climate is not to evaluate or assess the 

appropriateness of the values and beliefs, but rather to measure the degree to which the 

organization members perceive that the organization is living up to the behavioral norms 

associated with each Prime Value Stream. Consequently, one or more survey items is 

developed that inquires as to the respondents perceptions of each norm associated with each 

Prime Value Stream.  

When developing the survey items, the exact wording is driven in part by the scale 

used for responses. In this case, the intention is to use five-level Likert items asking 

respondents to rate their perceptions running from "Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree". 

Consequently, each survey time is written as a statement to which the respondents may rate 

their level of agreement or disagreement.  

Table 3.7 below lists each of the questions associated with the Prime Value Streams. 
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Table 3.7: Survey Scale Items for Prime Values 

Prime Value  Behavioral Norms  Survey Scale Items 

Market-Driven 
and Focused  

Every decision and action we 
take considers how we are 
responding to the market. 
Every decision and action we 
take considers how we are 
impacting our employees. 
Every decision and action we 
take considers how we are 
impacting our shareholders. 
We measure our success in 
terms of customer 
satisfaction, market share, 
and industry leadership.  
We innovate so we can offer 
our customers new products 
and services in the future. 

• Our company considers how we are 
responding to the needs of the 
marketplace when we make decisions 
and take actions. 

• Our company considers how we are 
impacting our employees when we 
make decisions and take actions. 

• Our company considers how we are 
impacting our shareholders when we 
make decisions and take actions. 

• Our company measures our success in 
terms of customer satisfaction. 

• Our company measures our success in 
terms of market share. 

• Our company measures our success in 
terms of industry leadership.  

• Our company innovates new products 
and services to offer our customers in 
the future. 

Support for Our 
Brand 

Our actions will always be in 
line with our brand image. 
We hold true and faithful to 
our brand’s promises to both 
our customers and 
ourselves.  

• Actions we take within the company are 
consistent with our brand image. 

• Actions we take within the company are 
consistent with our brand’s promises to 
our customers. 

• Actions we take within the company are 
consistent with our brand’s promises to 
our ourselves.  

Teamwork and 
Collaboration  

We do our work 
collaboratively as teams. 
Our teams are jointly 
responsible for their 
outcomes.  

• Employees in our company work 
collaboratively as teams. 

• Teams in our company are held jointly 
responsible for their outcomes. 

Respect and 
Empathy  

We consider and respect the 
perspectives and needs of 
others when reacting to or 
interpreting their actions.  
We consider and respect the 
training, expertise, and 
experiences of others when 
reacting to or interpreting 
their actions. 

• The perspectives and needs of other 
employees are considered and 
respected in this company before we 
react to their actions. 

• The training, expertise, and experiences 
of other employees are considered and 
respected in this company before we 
react to their actions.  
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Table 3.7 - Continued  

Prime Value  Behavioral Norms  Survey Scale Items 

Promises and 
Commitments  

Each of our employees 
is committed to do their 
own part to support the 
organization.  
Each of our employees 
follows through on their 
promises and 
commitments to others. 

• Employees in this company are committed 
to doing their own part to support the 
company.  

• Employees in this company follow through 
on their promises and commitments to 
others. 

Openness and 
Sharing 

Each of our employees 
proactively and honestly 
shares all available 
information with others in 
the organization.  
Each of our employees 
proactively and honestly 
shares their assumptions 
and motives with others 
in the organization. 

• Employees in this company proactively and 
honestly share all available information with 
other people in the company.  

• Employees in this company proactively and 
honestly share their assumptions and 
motives with other people in the company. 

Trust, Honesty, 
and Integrity 

We trust that our fellow 
employees are telling the 
truth and that they will 
follow through on their 
commitments.  

• Employees in this company trust that their 
fellow employees are telling the truth. 

• Employees in this company trust that their 
fellow employees will follow through on their 
commitments. 

Data-Driven We collect, use and 
analyze a broad range of 
data in order to better 
support our decision-
making and planning 
processes.  

• Our company collects, uses and analyzes a 
broad range of data in order to better 
support our routine decision-making. 

• Our company collects, uses and analyzes a 
broad range of data in order to better 
support our long-term planning. 

Community 
Citizenship 

Our actions, individually 
and collectively, display 
good citizenship within 
the communities where 
we live and operate. 
As a company, we will 
never do anything that 
might harm the 
environment or society. 

• Employees in our company support the local 
community through worthwhile efforts. 

• Employees in our company do things in the 
local community that make the company 
look good. 

• The company as a whole does things that 
will improve the quality of life for people in 
the local community. 

• The company does not do things that might 
harm the environment or damage society. 
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3.6.2 Survey Scale Items for Shared Infrastructure 

The objective for these survey items is to provide a measurement of the perceptions for 

each of the Shared Infrastructure identified earlier.  

As detailed in para 3.5, the CMOs clearly downplayed the practicality and convenience 

of using the intangible elements of the Shared Infrastructure as an initial measure of climate 

across an entire organization. The CMOs suggested that the degree that internal relationships 

were comprehensive and genuine would be the only intangible element that warranted 

consideration in measuring the overall marketing climate. 

In contrast to their limited responses on the intangible elements, the CMOs provided 

numerous tangible elements of a Shared Infrastructure that should be measured. The goal here 

is to measure the organization members' perception of whether the tangible elements (Physical 

Resources, Human Resources, Knowledge, and Dress/Appearance) support and enhance the 

organization's ability to meet or exceed its goals. Consequently, one or more survey items is 

developed that inquires as to the respondents perceptions of each tangible element.  

As with the Prime Value Stream survey items describe in paragraph 3.6.1 above, the 

survey items for the tangible and intangible elements of the Shared Infrastructure use five-level 

Likert items asking respondents to rate their perceptions running from "Strongly Disagree" to 

"Strongly Agree". Consequently, each survey time is written as a statement to which the 

respondents may rate their level of agreement or disagreement. 

Table 3.8 below lists each of the survey items for the Shared Infrastructure. 
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Table 3.8: Survey Scale Items for Shared Infrastructure 

Shared 
Infrastructure 

Element 
Survey Scale Items 

Internal Relationships 
(intangible)  

• The working relationships between people in our company are 
genuine. 

• The working relationships between people in our company are 
positive and productive. 

• The working relationships between people in our company support 
and enhance our ability to meet our goals and objectives. 

Physical Resources 
(tangible) 

• The facilities and equipment used by our company enhance our 
image with our customers. 

• Employees in our company like the design and decor of our 
workplaces. 

• The physical resources available to all employees of our company 
support and enhance our ability to meet our overall company goals 
and objectives. 

Human Resources 
(tangible) 

• We have the right number of employees in our company to be able 
to perform all required work. 

• The knowledge, skill and experience of the employees in our 
company enhance our image with our customers.  

• The employees of our company share a common set of values. 

• The employees of our company are motivated to do whatever 
needs to be done to meet our overall company goals and 
objectives. 

Knowledge 
Resources (tangible) 

• Our company has sufficient written policies, procedures and 
processes to inform employees how work is to be done. 

• Our documented policies, procedures, and processes are 
administered consistently across the entire company. 

• Our company has documented our plans for the future and shares 
these plans with the appropriate employees. 

• Our documented policies, procedures, processes, and plans allow 
us to meet our overall company goals and objectives. 

Dress and 
Appearance 
(tangible) 

• The dress and appearance of our employees enhances our image 
with our customers. 

• Employees of our company like the current dress and appearance 
standards. 

• Our employees believe the dress and appearance standards are 
fairly and consistently applied across the entire company. 

 

3.7 Marketing Climate Measurement Instrument 

To complete the new climate measurement instrument, the survey items from 

paragraphs 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 were combined into a single draft survey document as shown in 

Table 3.9 below.  
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Table 3.9: Marketing Climate Measurement Instrument 

Question 
# 

Survey Item 

1 
Our company considers how we are responding to the needs of the marketplace 
when we make decisions and take actions. 

2 
Our company considers how we are impacting our employees when we make 
decisions and take actions. 

3 
Our company considers how we are impacting our shareholders when we make 
decisions and take actions. 

4 Our company measures our success in terms of customer satisfaction. 

5 Our company measures our success in terms of market share. 

6 Our company measures our success in terms of industry leadership.  

7 
Our company innovates new products and services to offer our customers in the 
future. 

8 Actions we take within the company are consistent with our brand image. 

9 
Actions we take within the company are consistent with our brand’s promises to 
our customers. 

10 
Actions we take within the company are consistent with our brand’s promises to 
our ourselves.  

11 Employees in our company work collaboratively as teams. 

12 Teams in our company are held jointly responsible for their outcomes. 

13 
The perspectives and needs of other employees are considered and respected in 
this company before we react to their actions. 

14 
The training, expertise, and experiences of other employees are considered and 
respected in this company before we react to their actions.  

15 
Employees in this company are committed to doing their own part to support the 
company.  

16 
Employees in this company follow through on their promises and commitments to 
others. 

17 
Employees in this company proactively and honestly share all available information 
with other people in the company.  

18 
Employees in this company proactively and honestly share their assumptions and 
motives with other people in the company. 

19 Employees in this company trust that their fellow employees are telling the truth. 

20 
Employees in this company trust that their fellow employees will follow through on 
their commitments. 

21 
Our company collects, uses and analyzes a broad range of data in order to better 
support our routine decision-making. 

22 
Our company collects, uses and analyzes a broad range of data in order to better 
support our long-term planning. 

23 Employees in our company support the local community through worthwhile efforts. 

24 
Employees in our company do things in the local community that make the 
company look good. 

25 
The company as a whole does things that will improve the quality of life for people 
in the local community. 

26 
The company does not do things that might harm the environment or damage 
society. 
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Table 3.9 - Continued 

Question 
# 

Survey Item 

27 The working relationships between people in our company are genuine. 

28 
The working relationships between people in our company are positive and 
productive. 

29 
The working relationships between people in our company support and enhance 
our ability to meet our goals and objectives. 

30 
The facilities and equipment used by our company enhance our image with our 
customers. 

31 Employees in our company like the design and decor of our workplaces. 

32 
The physical resources available to all employees of our company support and 
enhance our ability to meet our overall company goals and objectives. 

33 
We have the right number of employees in our company to be able to perform all 
required work. 

34 
The knowledge, skill and experience of the employees in our company enhance 
our image with our customers.  

35 The employees of our company share a common set of values. 

36 
The employees of our company are motivated to do whatever needs to be done to 
meet our overall company goals and objectives. 

37 
Our company has sufficient written policies, procedures and processes to inform 
employees how work is to be done. 

38 
Our documented policies, procedures, and processes are administered 
consistently across the entire company. 

39 
Our company has documented our plans for the future and shares these plans with 
the appropriate employees. 

40 
Our documented policies, procedures, processes, and plans allow us to meet our 
overall company goals and objectives. 

41 
The dress and appearance of our employees enhances our image with our 
customers. 

42 Employees of our company like the current dress and appearance standards. 

43 
Our employees believe the dress and appearance standards are fairly and 
consistently applied across the entire company. 

 

For each survey item, the respondents are asked to rate the extent that they agree or 

disagree with the provided statement. Each survey item used a 7-level scale running from 

Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. 

To establish the reliability and validity of the above constructs, a measure of overall 

marketing-oriented performance results is also needed. Since the marketing climate measure is 

founded on the perceptions by the respondents, a subjective measure of the respondents' 

perceived market effectiveness of their organization is most appropriate. The subjective scale 



 

 
102 

chosen, adapted from Morgan, Vorhies and Mason (2009), asks respondents to rate the 

performance results of their major line of business over the last year relative to their major 

competitors. Table 3.10 below shows the scale that is used. Each survey item used a 7-level 

scale running from "Much Worse than Competitors" to "Much Better than Competitors". 

Table 3.10 Marketing-Oriented Performance Results Scale 

Question # Survey Item 

44 Market share growth relative to competition 

45 Acquiring new customers 

46 Increasing sales to current customers 

47 Growth in sales revenue 

 
To ensure face validity for the newly developed survey, twelve individuals employed in 

three businesses (four from a financial services company and a total of eight from two 

aerospace manufacturing companies) were asked to complete the draft version of the survey. 

These individuals were then asked to provide their opinions and other feedback on the 

relevance and understandability of the survey questions. The respondents suggested several 

wording changes to the stem of questions as well as a clarification of the instructions for the 

survey. Following the changes, several of the initial respondents were contacted again and 

asked to verify that the survey instrument was easier to understand and that it took 

approximately 6 to 8 minutes to complete the survey online. Next, five experienced marketing 

and business development managers (average of more than 21 years of practical marketing 

and management experience) were consulted and asked to provide their assessment and 

feedback on the survey design and wording. These managers provided a few additional 

suggested changes for the questions and minor changes for the wording of the instructions to 

the respondents. 

To ensure content validity of the newly developed survey, the same five experienced 

managers and an additional three CMOs were asked to complete the survey and provide 
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feedback as to whether the instrument covered all the areas they anticipated should be in a 

survey designed to measure the marketing climate within an organization. Once they completed 

the survey, these reviewers were also provided with a copy of the earlier developed conceptual 

model (as shown in Figure 3.1) and asked to verify that the survey instrument scales effectively 

and efficiently linked the theoretical underpinnings of the conceptual model with the specific 

constructs within the survey instrument. The consensus of the group was that the survey 

instrument was well founded and adequately covered the relevant areas of interest to marketing 

managers within organizations. 

3.8 Conclusions and Implications 

This essay described the four activities undertaken to develop a new measurement 

instrument for marketing climate. These steps included: 

• Step 1: Identified the values that are relevant to a marketing-oriented organization. 

• Step 2: Established Prime Value Streams by identifying relevant beliefs and norms 

applicable to each of the Prime values identified in Step 1.  

• Step 3: Identified the Shared Infrastructure elements, both tangible and intangible, 

for a marketing-oriented organization. 

• Step 4: Developed scale items that measure the perceptions for the Prime Value 

Streams (Step 2) and the Shared Infrastructure (Step 3) 

The activities described above specifically looked at all areas of responsibility of an 

organization, not just the marketing department. To assure the most substantial marketing-

oriented responsibilities were identified and included in the measurement instrument, depth 

interviews were completed with 26 different CMOs from a wide range of organization types and 

sizes. The experiences of these CMOs reinforced earlier research on organizational culture and 

climate and provided new insight into the practicality and value of measuring marketing climate.  
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This research resulted in the identification of nine Prime Value Streams and five Shared 

Infrastructure elements that are of great interest to CMOs and organizations that desire to be 

marketing-oriented. The completed marketing climate measurement instrument was specifically 

designed to assess the perceptions of people within an organization to all 14 of these interest 

areas. 

This second essay effectively built upon the conceptual model developed in Essay 1 

and used the model's fundamental tenets as a framework for creating a measurement 

instrument for an identifiable marketing climate. This new instrument displays adequate face 

and content validity and will allow future research to move beyond the prior research efforts, 

which focused heavily on the factors of creativity, innovation, market orientation, learning 

orientation, organizational structure, and strategic posture. By embracing the new conceptual 

model, this current research put into the hands of academics and practitioners a new capability 

to design, develop and manage marketing-based sustainable competitive advantages across a 

wide span of operations and industries. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ESSAY 3: IMPLEMENTING A MEASURE FOR MARKETING CLIMATE  

4.1 Overview 

Essay 2 described the development of a new instrument that will allow academics and 

practitioners to very efficiently and effectively measure the relevant elements of marketing 

climate. By assessing their marketing climate, organization's can design, develop and manage 

activities and infrastructure that will allow them to build and reinforce their sustainable 

competitive advantages. Consequently, the new measurement instrument created in Essay 2 is 

very valuable to organization's desiring to achieve a higher level of marketing-orientation. 

A pronounced limitation of Essay 2 was that it did not actually implement the new 

measurement instrument in real-world organizations. Consequently, there is no demonstrated 

support that the instrument achieves its desired contribution for organizations. 

4.2 Research Approach 

The purpose of this third essay is to follow through a sequence of steps to implement 

the new measure of marketing climate. These steps include the following: 

• Step 1: Collect initial survey responses from a random sample of multiple 

organizations. 

• Step 2: Use the initial survey responses to assess and demonstrate the reliability of 

the measurement instrument. 

• Step 3: Analyze the collected data to assess and demonstrate the validity of the 

instrument in measuring and converging upon its theoretical constructs. 

• Step 4: Conduct a follow-on survey of a single, multi-division business organization 

that is seeking to assess and improve its marketing-orientation. 
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The steps described above were designed to take the conceptually-based yet unproven 

measurement instrument and verify its dynamics, practicality, and value in real-world research 

and organizational management applications. 

4.3 Step 1: Collect Initial Survey Responses 

The objective of this initial step is to use the new measurement instrument to collect 

survey responses from a random sample of individuals drawn from a range of organizations. A 

web-based version of the measurement instrument was created and uploaded to a web-server 

that was available on a 24-7 basis for respondents to take the survey. Appendix A provides a 

copy of the web-based survey. 

The internet server used for the survey allowed individuals to anonymously complete 

the survey. For those individuals who were recruited from specific organizations, the server 

allowed for grouping the responses of individuals separately from other organizations through 

the use of a uniquely assigned organization code. Individuals who were recruited at large, i.e., 

not from a specific organization, were grouped into a generic pool.  

A variety of methods were used to recruit individuals to complete the survey. These 

methods included: 

• Contacting each of the 26 CMOs who had participated in the earlier CMO 

interviews. These CMOs were offered the opportunity to have their 

organizations participate in the online surveys and to receive a subsequent 

analysis of their organization. Unfortunately, only one of the CMOs agreed to 

have their personnel participate in this survey. A total of seven responses were 

obtained from this organization. 

• Contacting 50 additional CMOs from Fortune 500 companies and offering to 

have their personnel participate in the survey. Random organization codes 

were assigned to these organizations at the time they were recruited so no 
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individual organization could be tracked (thus assuring them with anonymity). A 

total of three organizations responded with a total of 18 survey responses. 

• Contacting executives at 25 business-to-business and business-to-consumer 

organizations known by the researcher. A total of five organizations responded 

with a total of 31 survey responses.  

• Posting survey invitations on four web-based discussion pages for business 

school alumni groups using LinkedIn. Random organization codes were 

assigned to the each business school alumni group so the source of the 

recruiting could be tracked but no specific individual organization could be 

tracked (thus assuring them with anonymity). A total of 29 individual survey 

responses were received from three of the four alumni groups. 

A total of 85 individuals responded to the survey. Of these responses, two needed to be 

eliminated because of excessive missing data. Another response was eliminated because the 

respondent selected the absolute lowest rating for the first half of the survey questions and then 

the absolutely highest rating for the second half of the survey questions, leading the researcher 

to believe that the respondent was not being truthful in the responses. Once these three 

respondents were eliminated, the final sample set was left with 82 respondents. 

4.4 Step 2: Assess and Demonstrate the Reliability of the Measurement Instrument 

The objective of this second step was to make sure that summated scales provided by 

the new measurement instrument were reliable and suitable for prediction uses. Variables 

obtained as the summated items from new measurement instruments are generally only 

declared to be reliable when they demonstrate stable results when administered repeatedly 

across similar populations. Table 4.1 below shows the survey questions that are summed into 

each of the 15 scales. 
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Table 4.1: Summated Scale Items for Marketing Climate Survey Instrument 

Summated Scale/Variable Survey Question Numbers 

Market-Driven and Focused  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 

Support for Our Brand 8, 9, 10 

Teamwork and Collaboration  11, 12 

Respect and Empathy  13, 14 

Promises and Commitments  15, 16 

Openness and Sharing 17, 18 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 19, 20 

Data-Driven 21, 22 

Community Citizenship 23, 24, 25, 26 

Internal Relationships 27, 28, 29 

Physical Resources 30, 31, 32 

Human Resources 33, 34, 35, 36 

Knowledge Resources 37, 38, 39, 40 

Dress and Appearance 41, 42, 43 

Organization Performance 44, 45, 46, 47 

  

Multiple different approaches were used to statistically evaluate the internal consistency 

of the survey items, including Cronbach's alpha, inter-item correlation, item-scale correlation, 

and Spearman-Brown coefficient. For this analysis, the following standards were used when 

considering whether the scales demonstrated good internal consistency (Nunnally and 

Bernstein, 1994): 

• Cronbach’s alpha: greater than 0.70. 

• Spearman-Brown split-half coefficient greater than 0.70 was also considered to 

indicate good internal consistency. 

• Inter-item correlations: greater than 0.40 for individual scales and greater than 

0.30 for the entire instrument. 
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• Item-scale correlations: greater than 0.40 for individual scales and greater than 

0.30 for the entire instrument. 

The statistical analyses were performed using SPSS 15.0 for Windows. A p < 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.2 below. 

Table 4.2: Reliability Statistics for the Marketing Climate Survey Instrument 

Summated 
Scale/Variable 

# 
Items 

Cronbach's 
alpha 

Spearman-
Brown Split-

Half 
Coefficient 

Average 
Inter-Item 

Correlations 

Average Item-
Scale 

Correlation 

Market-Driven and 
Focused  

7 .835 .818 .423 .419 

Support for Our Brand 3 .932 .903 .821 .821 

Teamwork and 
Collaboration  

2 .745 .745 .594 .594 

Respect and Empathy  2 .802 .745 .670 .670 

Promises and 
Commitments  

2 .735 .745 .581 .581 

Openness and Sharing 2 .845 .845 .731 .731 

Trust, Honesty, and 
Integrity 

2 .886 .890 .802 .796 

Data-Driven 2 .931 .932 .872 .872 

Community Citizenship 4 .829 .763 .520 .548 

Internal Relationships 3 .934 .909 .827 .825 

Physical Resources 3 .826 .848 .611 .612 

Human Resources 4 .774 .743 .484 .461 

Knowledge Resources 4 .879 .844 .646 .645 

Dress and Appearance 3 .862 .913 .672 .675 

Organization 
Performance 

4 .937 .942 .789 .787 

Entire Instrument 47 .965 .928 .372 .370 

 



 

 
110 

Cronbach's alpha is generally accepted as the most popular approach and method to 

measure reliability of a new measurement instrument. Cronbach's alpha is used to determine 

and indicate the extent that a collection of scale items represents and measures a single latent 

construct (Cronbach, 1951). The marketing climate measurement instrument has sufficiently 

high Cronbach's alpha values, both for items within each summated scale (ranging between 

.745 to .937) and for the entire instrument (.965).  

An alternative method used to assess the reliability of each summated scale was the 

Spearman-Brown split-half approach, where each scale was divide into two halves and the 

correlation of each half was determined separately and compared to the other half. The 

Spearman-Brown split-half coefficients for the marketing climate measurement instrument are 

sufficiently high, both for items within each summated scale (ranging between .743 to .942) and 

for the entire instrument (.928). 

Another measure of internal consistency is inter-item correlation, which is an indicator 

of how well the individual items within a summated scale correlate with each other (Nunnally 

and Bernstein, 1994). Unlike Cronbach's alpha, the average inter-item correlation is 

independent of the sample size and number of items when measuring internal consistency. The 

marketing climate measurement instrument has sufficiently high average inter-item correlation 

values, both for items within each summated scale (ranging between .423 to .872) and for the 

entire instrument (.372). 

The final method used to assess the internal consistency of the marketing climate 

measurement instrument is the average item-scale correlation, which evaluates the correlation 

of a specific item within a scale against the total score of the items comprising that scale 

(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). The average item-scale correlation values for the marketing 

climate measurement instrument are sufficiently high, both for items within each summated 

scale (ranging between .419 to .872) and for the entire instrument (.370). 
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All four methods described above successfully demonstrated that the new 

measurement instrument for marketing climate meets the generally accepted standards for a 

reliable measurement instrument. 

4.5 Step 3: Assess and Demonstrate the Validity of the Measurement Instrument 

The objective of this third step was to make sure that summated scales provided by the 

new survey instrument actually measured those elements that it was intended to measure and 

met scientific standards for validity.  

During the earlier research with CMOs, at the end of the interview sessions each CMO 

was informed that the end objective of the present research was the development of a 

marketing climate survey instrument. These CMOs were then asked what they foresaw as the 

potential uses for such an instrument. Their responses to this question and suggested uses for 

the research results include: 

• As a tool to assess and compare elements within organization to determine the 

most “marketing-oriented” elements 

• As a form of benchmarking to compare one's own organization against average 

levels of marketing-orientation on industry, national and global scales. 

• As a form of benchmarking for use in continuous improvement efforts of the 

marketing activities within an element of the organization or across an entire 

organization. 

• As a form of marketing diagnostics for specific elements of an organization that 

were perceived as underperforming. 

• As a measure of marketing compatibility between an organization and other 

outside organizations that they intended to acquire (completed during due 

diligence of an M&A type action). 
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• As a measure of marketing compatibility between two or more internal 

elements of an organization prior to developing and implementing plans to 

merge similar (or on occasion, dissimilar) elements of the organization. 

• As an indicator of "values creep" resulting from changes in internal 

management or broad-ranging changes in society. 

To validate that the new marketing climate instrument was able to converge on the 

theoretical underpinnings of the earlier conceptual model as well as the above suggested uses, 

an analysis was completed of the initially collected data. 

The underlying theory for the conceptual model states that organizations with higher 

levels of each climate construct should perform better overall. Consequently, in this first 

analysis, the objective was to determine if there were significant differences between the mean 

of each constructed scale based upon whether the organization was either low performing or 

high performing as rated by the respondents.  

The sample set was divided into three almost equal sized groups of organizations with 

the lowest average organizational performance measure (coded as LOW, n = 27), the highest 

average organizational performance measure (coded as HIGH, n = 27), and those in the middle 

between these two groups (coded as MED, n = 28). Then, a 2-tailed t-test was completed for 

the mean of each construct for the LOW performing organizations and the HIGH performing 

organizations. The results of the t-tests are shown in Table 4.3 below. 
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Table 4.3: Validity Analysis #1 - t-Tests between LOW Performing Organizations and HIGH 
Performing Organizations 

 

Summated Climate 
Variables/Constructs 

Mean for 
LOW 

Mean for 
HIGH 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Market-Driven and Focused  -0.148 1.228 1.375 -5.187 52 .000 * 

Support for Our Brand -0.333 1.383 1.715 -4.551 52 .000 * 

Teamwork and Collaboration  -0.204 0.500 0.704 -1.859 52 .069 *** 

Respect and Empathy  -0.778 0.444 1.222 -3.495 52 .001 * 

Promises and Commitments  0.463 1.167 0.704 -2.388 52 .021 ** 

Openness and Sharing -0.741 0.333 1.074 -2.717 52 .009 * 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity -0.278 0.944 1.222 -3.178 52 .002 * 

Data-Driven -0.574 1.000 1.574 -3.612 52 .001 * 

Community Citizenship 0.389 1.444 1.055 -3.247 52 .002 * 

Internal Relationships -0.383 0.914 1.297 -3.852 52 .000 * 

Physical Resources -0.321 0.778 1.099 -3.315 52 .002 * 

Human Resources -0.398 1.148 1.546 -5.747 52 .000 * 

Knowledge Resources -0.880 0.704 1.584 -4.855 52 .000 * 

Dress and Appearance -0.099 1.086 1.185 -3.415 52 .001 * 

Organization Performance -0.951 1.917 2.867 -13.718 52 .000 * 

* p < .01 level  ** p < .05 level  *** p < .10 level 

 

As shown in Table 4.3, 13 of the 15 constructs are significant at the p < .01 level. The 

two variables that are not significant at the p < .01 level are Teamwork and Collaboration, with a 

p = .069, and Promises & Commitments, with a p = .021. Both of these are still quite 

satisfactory results. In summary, this initial data set provides a substantial degree of support for 

the convergent validity of the new marketing climate survey instrument. 

Figures 4.1 through 4.15 below provide visual portrayals of the results of the t-tests 

described above. 
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      Figure 4.1: Ratings for Market-Driven &               Figure 4.2: Ratings for Support for Brand 
                           Focused 
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        Figure 4.3: Ratings for Teamwork &                Figure 4.4: Ratings for Respect & Empathy 
                             Collaboration 
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        Figure 4.5: Ratings for Promises &                Figure 4.6: Ratings for Openness & Sharing 
                              Commitment 
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      Figure 4.7: Ratings for Trust, Honesty, &                Figure 4.8: Ratings for Data-Driven 
                         Integrity 
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 Figure 4.9: Ratings for Community Citizenship    Figure 4.10: Ratings for Internal Relationships 
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   Figure 4.11: Ratings for Physical Resources       Figure 4.12: Ratings for Human Resources 
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Figure 4.13: Ratings for Knowledge Resources     Figure 4.14: Ratings for Dress & Appearance 
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Figure 4.15: Ratings for Organization Performance 
 



 

 
118 

A second method used to substantiate the convergent validity of the marketing climate 

instrument was by analysis of the correlations between the outcome variable, Organization 

Performance, and the various climate measurement variables. Per the underlying theory of the 

conceptual model, there should be strong correlations between the climate variables and the 

overall performance of the organization. Table 4.4 below is a summary of the correlations 

between all these variables. As shown in this table, there are very significant correlations 

between all the climate measurement variables and the measurement of Organization 

Performance. In fact there is only one variable, Teamwork, which was not significant at the p = 

.05 level or better. Consequently, this provides additional support that the marketing climate 

measurement instrument has strong construct validity. 

To substantiate the predictive validity of the marketing climate instrument, an analysis 

was completed of the ratings for a single organization included in the initial survey as compared 

to the mean of the ratings for all organizations. Per the underlying theory of the conceptual 

model, organizations that have significantly different results for the key climate variables are 

much more likely to see significantly different ratings for the overall performance of the 

organization. The organization chosen for this analysis was Organization #41, which is a family-

owned medium-sized regional company operating in the hospitality industry. Table 4.5 below is 

a summary of a set of 2-tailed t-tests completed for the mean of each construct for Organization 

#41 and the mean of all organizations.  
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Table 4.4: Validity Analysis #2 - Correlations 
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Table 4.5: Validity Analysis #3 - t-Tests between the Means for Organization #41 and the 
Means of All Organizations 

 

Summated Climate 
Variables/Constructs 

Mean for 
Org #41 

Mean for 
All Orgs 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Market-Driven and 
Focused  

-0.429 0.767 -1.195 -2.179 85 .032 * 

Support for Our Brand 0.734 0.927 -0.193 -0.280 85 .780 

Teamwork and Collaboration  1.500 0.502 1.098 1.610 85 .111 

Respect and Empathy  0.300 0.049 0.251 0.373 85 .710 

Promises and Commitments  1.500 0.994 0.506 0.952 85 .344 

Openness and Sharing 0.900 0.122 0.888 1.300 85 .197 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 0.900 0.616 0.284 0.413 85 .680 

Data-Driven 0.400 0.402 -0.002 -0.003 85 .998 

Community Citizenship 0.550 1.088 -0.538 -0.881 85 .381 

Internal Relationships 1.267 0.523 0.734 1.170 85 .245 

Physical Resources 0.333 0.484 -0.151 -0.242 85 .810 

Human Resources 0.500 0.591 -0.091 -0.161 85 .873 

Knowledge Resources -0.250 0.159 -0.409 -0.587 85 .559 

Dress and Appearance -0.067 0.687 -0.754 -1.143 85 .256 

Organization Performance -0.900 0.626 -1.526 -2.373 85 .020 * 

* p < .05 level 

As shown in Table 4.5 above, ratings for many of the summated climate variables for 

Organization #41 are substantially higher or lower than the corresponding means for all 

organizations in the survey. However, only two of the summated variables for Organization #41 

are significantly different at the p ≤ .05 level as compared to the means of all organizations in 

the survey. This includes Market-Driven and Focused and Organization Performance, both of 

which are significantly lower for Organization #41 than the mean for all organizations.  

Figure 4.16 below provides a more graphic pictorial indicating the relationships 

between the results for the 14 marketing climate variables for Organization #41 as compared to 

the means of these variables of all organizations. 
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Figure 4.16: Comparison of Climate Variable Means for Organization #41 and All Organizations 
 
As shown in both Table 4.5 and Figure 4.16 above, many of the perceptions of people 

in Organization #41 were more positive than the means for all organizations combined. This is 

in spite of the fact that people in Organization #41 rated their organization's overall performance 

as being well lower than their competitors' performance, as demonstrated by their ratings for 

Organization Performance. Since Organization #41's climate variable for Market-Driven and 

Focused was also significantly lower than the mean of this variable for all organizations, we are 

further led to deduce a linkage between these two variables for this organization.  

It is also noteworthy that, as shown in Table 4.5 and Figure 4.16 above, the mean 

values for the following variables are all higher than the means for these same variables for all 

organizations (although not significantly higher):  

• Teamwork and Collaboration  

• Respect and Empathy  
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• Promises and Commitments  

• Openness and Sharing 

• Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 

• Internal Relationships 

The above six variables are generally associated with the social connectedness, 

rapport, and cohesiveness of an organization. The fact that these variables are higher than 

average while the overall performance of the organization is perceived as being poorer than the 

competitors further prompts us to believe that a strong linkage exists between the negative 

showing for the Market-Driven and Focused variable and the overall performance of 

Organization #41. 

To investigate the above results further, a more detailed analysis was done of the 

responses to the seven questions included in the construct of Market-Driven and Focused. 

Table 4.6 below is a summary of a set of 2-tailed t-tests completed for the mean of each 

question for Organization #41 and the mean of all organizations. 
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Table 4.6: t-Tests between the Means for Questions 1 through 7 for Organization #41 and All 
Organizations 

 

Question 
Mean for 
Org #41 

Mean for 
All Orgs 

Difference 
in Means 

t Df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

1. Our company considers 
how we are responding to the 
needs of the marketplace 
when we make decisions and 
take actions. 

-0.20 0.99 -1.188 -1.754 85 .083 

2. Our company considers 
how we are impacting our 
employees when we make 
decisions and take actions. 

-0.40 0.12 -0.522 -0.672 85 .504 

3. Our company considers 
how we are impacting our 
shareholders when we make 
decisions and take actions. 

-0.20 1.41 -1.615 -2.281 85 .025 

4. Our company measures 
our success in terms of 
customer satisfaction. 

-0.40 0.83 -.229 -1.523 85 .131 

5. Our company measures 
our success in terms of 
market share. 

-1.20 0.65 -1.846 -2.439 85 .017 

6. Our company measures 
our success in terms of 
industry leadership.  

-0.60 0.63 -1.234 -1.607 85 .112 

7. Our company innovates 
new products and services to 
offer our customers in the 
future. 

0.00 0.73 -0.732 -0.957 85 .341 

 

From Table 4.6 above, we can see that three questions (questions 1, 3 and 5) had 

statistically significant differences in their means at the p ≤ .10 level as compared to the means 

of all organizations and two additional questions (questions 4 and 6) had significant means at 

the p ≤ .15 level. From these ratings, we can clearly see that people in this organization do not 

believe they are responding to the needs of the marketplace in general, and to the needs of 

their customers and shareholders in particular. 
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To clarify the above observations and gain greater insight, the researcher contacted 

and interviewed the general manager and several other managers working in the company. The 

personnel interviewed reported that the company operates two large hotels, a banquet center, 

two free-standing restaurants, and one night club/bar. Over the last 24 months, a new 

competitor has entered their regional market and Organization #41 has subsequently seen a 

very substantial drop in their occupancy rates at the hotels, a reduced number of bookings for 

events at their banquet facility, and a general decline in their restaurant receipts. Overall, they 

blamed themselves for not seeing the competition coming (and not preparing better for such an 

eventuality) and not being quicker to adjust to the general slowdown in the economy. They also 

reported that they have had numerous working sessions with their employees to address ways 

that they can do things differently to improve the company. The employees have made 

numerous concessions (some are working less days/hours and some have taken pay cuts to 

keep their jobs) and the family that owns the company has held to their promise not to lay-off 

any employees while they work through this change in situation. Although the company has 

made some very valiant changes in their operations, including major changes to their long-term 

approaches to marketing, the company has not seen any real improvements in their overall 

performance and occupancy rates to date. 

The survey results for Organization #41 and the interview responses provided by 

company managers entirely support the conceptual model and marketing climate measurement 

instrument. As shown in Figure 4.17 below, the marketing climate for Organization #41 is being 

influenced by the external environmental conditions caused by new competitors as well as a 

generally slowing economy. Additionally, the managers specifically cited their slow response to 

the threat caused by the competitors kept them doing what was needed quick enough to avoid 

an impact on their company. These two factors likely led to a reduction in the survey ratings for 

the Market-Driven and Focused and Organizational Performance variables for the organization. 

Similarly, the higher than average ratings in the survey for the variables Teamwork and 
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Collaboration; Respect and Empathy; Promises and Commitments; Openness and Sharing; 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity; and Internal Relationships can most likely be traced back to the 

commitment by the family owning the company as well as the managers and employees to 

work together to resolve this change in conditions. 

This final analysis of the survey data for Organization #41 provides further support for 

the validity of the conceptual model and the marketing climate survey instrument. 
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Figure 4.17: Conceptual Model of Organizational Culture, Marketing Climate, Marketing-Oriented Behavior, and Performance Results 



   

 
127 

 

4.6 Step 4: Conduct a Follow-On Survey 

 The objective of this fourth step was to comprehensively validate the conceptual model 

and marketing climate measurement instrument by conducting a follow-on survey of a single, 

multi-division business organization that is seeking to assess and improve its marketing-

orientation. The follow-on survey and analysis was designed to perform as many of the 

applications identified by the CMOs during the earlier interviews, such as: 

• As a tool to assess and compare various elements within an organization to 

determine the best performing elements. 

• As a form of benchmarking to compare one's own organization against 

industry, national and global averages. 

• As a form of benchmarking for use in continuous improvement efforts within an 

element of the organization or across an entire organization. 

• As a form of diagnostics for specific elements of an organization that were 

perceived as underperforming. 

• As a measure of compatibility between an organization and other outside 

organizations that they intended to acquire (completed during due diligence of 

an M&A type action). 

• As a measure of compatibility between two or more internal elements of an 

organization prior to developing and implementing plans to merge similar (or on 

occasion, dissimilar) elements of the organization. 

• As an indicator of "values creep" resulting from changes in internal 

management or broad-ranging changes in society. 

4.6.1 Organization Description 

The follow-on survey was completed on three business areas of a large aerospace 

manufacturing and services company located in central Mississippi. During the earlier 
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interviews of CMOs, the company CMO and executives expressed a desire to assess and 

improve their marketing-orientation as part of developing strategic plans for future growth.  

The three business areas identified by the company to complete the surveys were 

considered typical of the larger organization and they had not shown either substantially higher 

or lower morale issues nor substantially higher or lower overall financial performance results. 

The three areas included the following: 

• Area #1: Logistics Support; 39 individuals 

• Area #2: Field Services; 35 individuals 

• Area #3: Business Development; 16 individuals 

 
4.6.2 Area #1: Logistics Support 

This business area provides support to dozens of commercial and governmental 

customers around the world through a variety of long-term contracts. The majority of their work 

is completed in company-owned facilities located in Mississippi with customer interaction 

occurring through email and telephone conversations with an occasional direct interface with 

customer buyers and logistics managers. 

Of the 39 individuals in this business area, 21 completed the web-based marketing-

orientation survey for a 54 percent response rate. 

The initial analysis of the responses for this business area looked at the differences 

between the mean of each summated construct for this area (MEAN AREA #1) as compared to 

the mean of the same constructs for the entire 82 individuals surveyed earlier (MEAN ALL). 

Table 4.7 below shows the results of 2-tailed t-tests completed on the summated climate 

variables. 
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Table 4.7: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #1 
(MEAN AREA #1) 

 

Summated Climate 
Variables/Constructs 

MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #1 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Market-Driven and Focused  0.767 1.170 0.403 -1.492 101 .139 

Support for Our Brand 0.927 1.079 0.152 -.425 101 .672 

Teamwork and Collaboration  0.402 0.810 0.408 -1.106 101 .272 

Respect and Empathy  0.490 0.357 -0.133 -.847 101 .399 

Promises and Commitments  0.994 1.000 0.006 -.020 101 .984 

Openness and Sharing 0.012 -0.333 -0.345 .892 101 .374 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 0.616 0.905 0.289 -.763 101 .447 

Data-Driven 0.402 1.024 0.622 -1.478 101 .143 

Community Citizenship 1.089 0.964 -0.125 .399 101 .691 

Internal Relationships 0.532 0.778 0.246 -.700 101 .485 

Physical Resources 0.484 0.651 0.167 -.525 101 .601 

Human Resources 0.591 0.857 0.266 -.865 101 .389 

Knowledge Resources 0.159 0.786 0.627 -1.677 101 .097 * 

Dress and Appearance 0.687 1.175 0.488 -1.482 101 .142 

Organization Performance 0.626 1.271 0.645 -1.574 92 .119 

* p < .10 level 

 

As shown in Table 4.7, 14 of the 15 variables for Business Area #1 are not significantly 

different (at the p < .10 level) from the means of all respondents. For twelve of the variables, the 

results are higher than the overall means and for three of the variables they are lower. In the 

one case that has a significantly different mean for Area #1, the variable Knowledge Resources 

is significantly higher than the overall mean. Figures 4.18 through 4.32 below provide visual 

portrayals of the results of the t-tests described above. 
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      Figure 4.18: Ratings for Market-Driven &            Figure 4.19: Ratings for Support for Brand 
                           Focused 
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        Figure 4.20: Ratings for Teamwork &               Figure 4.21: Ratings for Respect & Empathy 
                             Collaboration 
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        Figure 4.22: Ratings for Promises &               Figure 4.23: Ratings for Openness & Sharing 
                              Commitment 
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     Figure 4.24: Ratings for Trust, Honesty, &                Figure 4.25: Ratings for Data-Driven 
                                Integrity 
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 Figure 4.26: Ratings for Community Citizenship  Figure 4.27: Ratings for Internal Relationships 
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   Figure 4.28: Ratings for Physical Resources       Figure 4.29: Ratings for Human Resources 
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Figure 4.30: Ratings for Knowledge Resources     Figure 4.31: Ratings for Dress & Appearance 
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Figure 4.32: Ratings for Organization Performance 
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Figure 4.33 below provides a more graphic pictorial indicating the relationships 

between the results for the 14 marketing climate variables for Business Area #1 as compared to 

the means of these variables for all earlier survey respondents. 
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Figure 4.33: Comparison of Climate Variable Means for Business Area #1 and All Organizations 

In general, the results for Business Area #1 support the earlier described research 

theory and the previous survey results which contend that higher organization results are 

associated with higher levels for the 14 marketing-climate constructs. 

One observation for the results of the survey of Business Area #1 was not immediately 

visible but is considered as a substantial indicator of the area's overall marketing-orientation. As 

shown in Appendix A, questions 44 through 47 of the survey are related to the personnel's 

perceptions of how their organization performed overall as compared to their competitors over 
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the last 12 months. For these four questions, respondents were given the opportunity to select 

"I Don't Know" as a response, under the belief that some personnel may not have been with the 

organization long enough to have developed sufficient perceptions of how they are doing 

compared to their competitors. Of considerable note, of the 21 personnel within Business Area 

#1 that completed the survey, 9 of the 21, roughly 43 percent, responded "I Don't Know" for all 

four questions (Q44 - Q47), while another three respondents replied "I Don't Know" to either 

one or two of the four questions. In summary, approximately 57 percent of the personnel in 

Business Area #1 did not have a precise sense of how their business area was performing as 

compared to their competition. This is in extremely stark contrast to the earlier, more widely 

completed survey of 82 respondents where only 2 respondents (< 2.5%) did not answer all four 

of these questions. 

Once the above results were noted indicating that less than half of the survey takers 

responded to all four questions related to comparison to their competitors, inquiries were made 

to the senior management of the company and managers in the business area in order to 

identify those factors that may have contributed to this kind of response. Data collected showed 

that the average job tenure for personnel in this business area was in excess of 10 years; 

consequently, newness to the job can probably be ruled out as a cause. The interviewed 

managers also indicated that there had been no substantial change in their competitors for 

many years and that most of the personnel in the business area worked on a handful of long-

term contracts. Using information provided by the managers, the average duration of contracts 

for this business area was calculated and determined to be in excess of 5 years, with several 

contracts having been in operation for in excess of 12 years. Further discussions with the 

managers indicated that they really don't get the average workforce member involved in the 

contract bidding process until right before a recompetition for the work, and even then they only 

reinforce that they must be aggressive in their cost estimations. The managers acknowledged 
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that they make few efforts to stress their relevant competitors or how they intend to compete 

against specific competitor offerings. 

Considering how infrequently this business area is forced to compete for new work and 

the low importance managers place on keeping their employees apprised of how they are 

competing, it is probably not that surprising that such a high percentage of the personnel failed 

to respond to questions 44 through 47. However, as was acknowledged by the managers for 

this business area, their lack of awareness may cause them to be more lackadaisical in their 

focus on being competitive within their marketspace and certainly reduces their ability to 

recognize the value of competitive intelligence data that they may stumble across. 

In summary, although the completion rate of Questions 44 through 47 was not 

designed to be a diagnostic for employee engagement in a competitive awareness sense, the 

results for Business Area #1 highlight this additional use for the marketing climate survey 

instrument. 

4.6.3 Area #2: Field Services 

This business area provides direct field support to a handful of primarily governmental 

customers around the world through a collection of labor services contracts. The vast majority 

of their work is completed in customer-owned field facilities with customer interaction occurring 

on a daily, face-to-face basis. 

Of the 35 individuals in this business area, 17 completed the web-based marketing-

orientation survey for a 49 percent response rate. 

Similar to the analysis approach for Business Area #2, the analysis of the responses for 

this business area looked at the differences between the mean of each summated construct for 

this area (MEAN AREA #2) as compared to the mean of the same constructs for the entire 82 

individuals surveyed earlier (MEAN ALL). Table 4.8 below shows the results of 2-tailed t-tests 

completed on the summated climate variables. 
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Table 4.8: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #2 
(MEAN AREA #2) 

 

Summated Climate 
Variables/Constructs 

MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #2 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Market-Driven and Focused  0.767 0.481 -0.286 .945 97 .347 

Support for Our Brand 0.927 0.647 -0.280 .717 97 .475 

Teamwork and Collaboration  0.402 -0.176 -0.578 1.476 97 .143 

Respect and Empathy  0.490 -0.147 -0.637 .523 97 .602 

Promises and Commitments  0.994 0.029 -0.965 3.120 97 .002 * 

Openness and Sharing 0.012 -0.176 -0.188 .484 97 .629 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 0.616 -0.382 -0.998 2.590 97 .011 ** 

Data-Driven 0.402 0.127 -0.275 .585 97 .560 

Community Citizenship 1.089 0.323 -0.766 2.238 97 .027 ** 

Internal Relationships 0.532 0.117 -0.415 1.154 97 .251 

Physical Resources 0.484 -0.529 -1.013 2.968 97 .004 * 

Human Resources 0.591 0.157 -0.434 1.350 97 .180 

Knowledge Resources 0.159 -0.132 -0.291 .746 97 .458 

Dress and Appearance 0.687 0.471 -0.216 .581 97 .562 

Organization Performance 0.626 0.906 0.280 -.581 88 .563 

* p < .01 level  ** p < .05 level 

 

As shown in Table 4.8, all 14 of the marketing climate variables for Business Area #2 

are rated lower than the means of all respondents, with four variables being significantly lower. 

The only variable that was rated higher was for the overall organization performance (although 

higher, this rating was not significantly higher). Figures 4.34 through 4.48 below provide visual 

portrayals of the results of the t-tests described above. 
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      Figure 4.34: Ratings for Market-Driven &            Figure 4.35: Ratings for Support for Brand 
                             Focused 
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        Figure 4.36: Ratings for Teamwork &               Figure 4.37: Ratings for Respect & Empathy 
                             Collaboration 
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        Figure 4.38: Ratings for Promises &               Figure 4.39: Ratings for Openness & Sharing 
                              Commitment 
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     Figure 4.40: Ratings for Trust, Honesty, &                Figure 4.41: Ratings for Data-Driven 
                                Integrity 
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          Figure 4.42: Ratings for Community            Figure 4.43: Ratings for Internal Relationships               
   Citizenship   
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   Figure 4.44: Ratings for Physical Resources       Figure 4.45: Ratings for Human Resources 
                         
 



   

 
141 

 

-3.000

-2.000

-1.000

0.000

1.000

2.000

3.000

MEAN

ALL

Area #2: Field        

Services

Knowledge Resources

-3.000

-2.000

-1.000

0.000

1.000

2.000

3.000

MEAN

ALL

Area #2: Field        

Services

Dress & Appearance

 

Figure 4.46: Ratings for Knowledge Resources     Figure 4.47: Ratings for Dress & Appearance 
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Figure 4.48: Ratings for Organization Performance 
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Figure 4.49 below provides a more graphic pictorial indicating the relationships 

between the results for the 14 marketing climate variables for Business Area #2 as compared to 

the means of these variables for all earlier survey respondents. 
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Figure 4.49: Comparison of Climate Variable Means for Business Area #2 and All Organizations 

The results of the survey for Business Area #2 seem to directly contradict the earlier 

described research theory and the previous survey results which contend that higher 

organization results are associated with higher levels for the 14 marketing-climate constructs. In 

this case, as clearly shown in Figure 4.49, all of the variables for Business Area #2 are lower 

than the MEAN ALL values. However, as shown in Figure 4.48, the overall performance rating 

was slightly higher (although not significantly higher) than the MEAN ALL value. 
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The reason for the above contradiction may lie in a bias of the overall performance 

ratings due to a similar situation as with Business Area #1 where a substantial number of the 

personnel failed to provide any responses to Questions 44 through 47, Overall Performance.  In 

the case of Business Area #2, of the 17 personnel within the business area who completed the 

survey, only 7 (roughly 41 percent) responded to all four questions. Or stated another way, 

approximately 59 percent of the personnel in Business Area #2 did not have a clear sense of 

how their business area was performing as compared to their competition. 

As with Business Area #1 described earlier, inquiries were made to the senior 

management of the company and managers in the business area in order to identify those 

factors that may have contributed to this response for Business Area #2. Average job tenure for 

personnel in this business area was in excess of 8 years, so newness to the job was eliminated 

as a probable cause. Similar to Business Area #1, the average duration of contracts for this 

business area was determined to be in excess of four years, with several having been in 

operation for in excess of 10 years. Managers also reported that they never encourage the 

average rank and file workforce member to become involved in the contract bidding process, 

opting instead to use only management personnel or outside consultants and subject matter 

experts to pursue new business opportunities. Not a single manager from Business Area #2 

reported ever discussing with his/her employees the general competitive forces that impact their 

contract operations nor those companies that they felt were threats to their continuing contract 

operations in the future. 

As with Business Area #1, the infrequency that this business area is forced to compete 

for new work and the low importance managers place on keeping their employees apprised of 

how they are competing probably led to such a high percentage of the personnel failing to 

respond to questions 44 through 47. However, as was acknowledged by the managers for 

Business Area #1 and Business Area #2, the general lack of competitive awareness by these 
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employees likely causes them to be much more lackadaisical in their focus on being 

competitive within their marketspace and almost certainly reduces their ability to recognize the 

value of competitive intelligence data that they may chance upon. 

Setting aside the potentially biased results for Questions 44 through 47, there is still 

much to be learned from the other responses to the survey by personnel in Business Area #2. 

The fact that all 14 of the market climate constructs are lower than the mean for all 

organizations is a substantial point, and the fact that four variables in particular are significantly 

lower cannot be overlooked. For example, the significantly lower ratings for Promises and 

Commitments and Trust, Honesty, and Integrity indicate potential trouble areas building for the 

interpersonal  relationships within the workforce.  

The significantly lower results for the Physical Resources construct also bear looking 

into with greater detail. This construct consisted of three related questions as shown below: 

• Question 30: The facilities and equipment used by our company enhance our 

image with our customers. 

• Question 31: Employees in our company like the design and decor of our 

workplaces. 

• Question 32: The physical resources available to all employees of our company 

support and enhance our ability to meet our overall company goals and 

objectives. 

A detailed analysis was completed for the responses to each of the three above 

questions for this business area as compared to the means of the same questions for the 82 

individuals surveyed earlier (MEAN ALL). Table 4.9 below shows the results of 2-tailed t-tests 

completed on each of the three questions. 
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Table 4.9: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #2 
(MEAN AREA #2) for Physical Resources Questions (Q30 - Q32) 

 

Question # 
MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #2 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Question 30 0.70 -0.18 -.872 2.350 97 .021 ** 

Question 31 0.18 -1.18 -1.359 3.225 97 .002 * 

Question 32 0.57 -0.24 -.808 2.056 97 .042 ** 

* p < .01 level  ** p < .05 level 

 

As shown in Table 4.9, all three of the questions related to Physical Resources (Q30 - 

Q32) for Business Area #2 are rated significantly lower than the means of the same questions 

for all respondents (MEAN ALL). These results clearly indicate that the employees within 

Business Area #2 do not have a positive perception of the physical facilities and resources that 

the company provides for their use and they feel these facilities and resources detract from their 

success. Of additional note, whereas only 41 percent of the respondents in this business area 

responded to the questions asking about their perceptions of how well the company is fairing 

against competitors, 100 percent of them responded to every single question relating to these 

Physical Resources. Clearly, this is an area of the company that has their attention (and not in a 

positive way). 

A substantial difference between Business Area #2 and the other business areas in this 

company is that Business Area #2 completes almost all of their services on-site at customer 

locations. As a result, much of the physical facilities these employees use day-in-and-day-out 

are not owned by the company that employs them, but rather are owned by the customer that 

contracts for the work to be done by their employer. Consequently, the company has limited 

ability to alter the general workplace facilities and the facility-related perceptions of these 

personnel may be something more or less beyond the control of the company.  
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To clarify the perceptions and expectations of personnel assigned to this business 

area's on-site customer facilities, a telephone conference call consultation was held with site 

managers at four different locations. These individuals, none of whom had completed the web-

based survey, were provided the initial results of the survey for their business area and asked if 

they knew of any factors that may contribute to these results. The consensus of the group was 

that employees assigned to these widely dispersed locations often feel separated from the core 

of the company and have few opportunities to develop an identity with the corporation. They felt 

that the lower ratings for  Promises and Commitments and Trust, Honesty, and Integrity can 

likely be traced back to the feelings of many employees that the company treats field 

employees as the "low end of the pecking order". The site managers also pointed out that 

company support functions frequently disappoint field personnel by not following through on 

specific requests made by the field personnel, which leads to hard feelings and frustrations. 

The site managers also cited the haphazard, almost "derelict" furniture, furnishings and 

tools typically provided by customers as a real negative to their workforce. It appears that in 

most cases the customers provide old, rejected furniture and tools from their other operations 

for use by the on-site contractor personnel. This leaves the employees feeling like neither the 

customer nor their own company really cares about the working facilities and are not willing to 

improve conditions in order to save money on the contract.  

At the conclusion of the conference call, these site managers were asked to suggest 

changes that could be made in their facilities and resources that would improve the overall 

professional image of the company in the eyes of both the employees and the customer. The 

following are suggestions provided by these on-site personnel: 

• Provide standardized company-owned furniture rather than using solely what is 

provided by the customers. 
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• Provide standardized vehicles for employees to use when traveling between 

customer work locations. 

• Standardize tool boxes and storage cabinets so they provide a consistent 

image, including use of standardized company decals and markings. 

• Standardize the binders and bookcases used for technical data and manuals. 

• Standardize office equipment (computers, printers, copiers, etc) so that all 

items on that site look the same. 

• For large contract operations, consider providing off-site working space for 

company employees (such as leased office space) to meet and work on non-

customer specific projects. This would serve to give the employees more of an 

identity and encourage them to pursue local efforts outside of their current 

contract, such as wooing new customers. 

As is evidenced by the above results for Business Area #2, and the subsequent 

discussions with field site managers, the marketing climate survey instrument provides a 

concise method to identify the specific marketing climate elements within the organization that 

are impacting their ability to compete. Additionally, the survey instrument provided a specific set 

of detailed areas upon which further investigation can be completed and suggestions obtained 

to overcome the perceived weaknesses. 

4.6.4 Area #3: Business Development 

This business area provides marketing and business development support for the 

entire company. The personnel in this business area have offices in the company headquarters 

building in central Mississippi. The area is divided into approximately equal numbers of people 

who stay at the company headquarters and write business proposals and those who meet and 

interact with customers and present the business proposals. Those employees who travel must 
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do so frequently in order to visit their customers all around the world. Of the 16 individuals in 

this business area, all 16 completed the web-based marketing climate survey. 

Similar to the analysis approach for Business Areas #1 and #2, the analysis of the 

responses for Business Area #3 looked at the differences between the mean of each summated 

construct for this area (MEAN AREA #3) as compared to the mean for the same constructs for 

the entire 82 individuals surveyed earlier (MEAN ALL). Table 4.10 below shows the results of 2-

tailed t-tests completed on the summated climate variables. 

Table 4.10: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #3 
(MEAN AREA #3) 

 

Summated Climate 
Variables/Constructs 

MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #3 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Market-Driven and Focused  0.767 0.982 0.215 -.701 96 .485 

Support for Our Brand 0.927 0.458 -0.469 1.146 96 .255 

Teamwork and Collaboration  0.402 0.156 -0.246 .589 96 .557 

Respect and Empathy  0.490 -0.344 -0.834 1.002 96 .319 

Promises and Commitments  0.994 1.094 0.100 -.295 96 .768 

Openness and Sharing 0.012 -0.219 -0.231 .544 96 .588 

Trust, Honesty, and Integrity 0.616 0.719 0.103 -.256 96 .798 

Data-Driven 0.402 0.719 0.317 -.665 96 .508 

Community Citizenship 1.089 0.828 -0.261 .731 96 .467 

Internal Relationships 0.532 0.646 0.114 -.296 96 .768 

Physical Resources 0.484 -1.250 -1.734 4.771 96 .000 * 

Human Resources 0.591 0.500 -0.091 .275 96 .784 

Knowledge Resources 0.159 0.292 0.133 -.323 96 .747 

Dress and Appearance 0.687 1.042 0.355 -.934 96 .352 

Organization Performance 0.626 1.057 0.431 -1.126 93 .263 

* p < .01 level 

 

As shown in Table 4.10, the 14 marketing climate variables for Business Area #3 are 

rated both higher (7 items) and lower (7 items) than the means of all respondents, with only one 
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variable, Physical Resources, being significantly different. Figures 4.50 through 4.64 below 

provide visual portrayals of the results of the t-tests described above. 
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      Figure 4.50: Ratings for Market-Driven &            Figure 4.51: Ratings for Support for Brand 
                             Focused 
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        Figure 4.52: Ratings for Teamwork &               Figure 4.53: Ratings for Respect & Empathy 
                             Collaboration 
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        Figure 4.54: Ratings for Promises &               Figure 4.55: Ratings for Openness & Sharing 
                              Commitment 
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     Figure 4.56: Ratings for Trust, Honesty, &                Figure 4.57: Ratings for Data-Driven 
                                Integrity 
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          Figure 4.58: Ratings for Community            Figure 4.59: Ratings for Internal Relationships               
   Citizenship   
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   Figure 4.60: Ratings for Physical Resources       Figure 4.61: Ratings for Human Resources 
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Figure 4.62: Ratings for Knowledge Resources     Figure 4.63: Ratings for Dress & Appearance 
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Figure 4.64: Ratings for Organization Performance 
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Figure 4.65 below provides a more graphic pictorial indicating the relationships 

between the results for the 14 marketing climate variables for Business Area #3 as compared to 

the means of these variables for all earlier survey respondents. 
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Figure 4.65: Comparison of Climate Variable Means for Business Area #3 and All Organizations 

The initial analysis results of the survey for Business Area #3 indicates no clear 

association between the 14 climate variables and the overall perception of success for the 

organization as indicated by the Organization Performance variable, as most of the ratings were 

not significantly different from the means for the survey as a whole (the earlier 82 respondents 

that comprise MEAN ALL).  

Of the 16 personnel within Business Area #3 who completed the survey, only 13 

(roughly 81 percent) responded to all four questions related to Overall Performance (Questions 

44 through 47). Or stated another way, approximately 19 percent of the personnel in Business 
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Area #3 did not have a clear sense of how their business area was performing over the last 

year as compared to their competition. 

As with Business Areas #1 and #2 described earlier, inquiries were made to the senior 

management of the company and the managers in Business Area #3 in order to identify those 

factors that may have contributed to this response. It turns out that while average job tenure for 

personnel in this business area was in excess of 4 years, five of the personnel have been in the 

business area less than 1 year. Consequently, newness to the job was the probable cause of 

having nearly one fifth of the respondents state that they did not know how well their business 

area was performing against their competition over the last year. However, although this 

provides an explanation for the results, there is still cause for alarm for the managers of this 

business area. Business Area #3 is, after all, Business Development, which is the one area that 

should have the keenest sense of how the company is performing as compared to their 

competitors. Since this business area is responsible for developing and presenting all new 

business proposals, it is imperative that all personnel in this business area be knowledgeable of 

every single competitor and assist in developing solutions that counter the strengths and prey 

upon the weaknesses of their competitors.  

As with Business Area #2 earlier, the significantly lower results for the Physical 

Resources construct for Business Area #3 also warrants closer investigation. This construct 

consisted of three related questions as shown below: 

• Question 30: The facilities and equipment used by our company enhance our 

image with our customers. 

• Question 31: Employees in our company like the design and decor of our 

workplaces. 
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• Question 32: The physical resources available to all employees of our company 

support and enhance our ability to meet our overall company goals and 

objectives. 

A detailed analysis was completed for the responses to each of the three above 

questions for this business area as compared to the mean of the same questions for all 82 

individuals surveyed earlier (MEAN ALL). Table 4.11 below shows the results of 2-tailed t-tests 

completed on each of the three questions. 

Table 4.11: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #3 
(MEAN AREA #3) for Physical Resources Questions (Q30 - Q32) 

 

Question # 
MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #3 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Question 30 0.70 -0.94 -1.633 3.980 96 .000 * 

Question 31 0.18 -1.94 -2.120 4.936 96 .000 * 

Question 32 0.57 -0.88 -1.448 3.425 96 .001 * 

* p < .01 level  

 

As shown in Table 4.11, all three of the questions related to Physical Resources (Q30 - 

Q33) for Business Area #3 are rated significantly lower than the means of the same questions 

for all respondents (MEAN ALL). The results for Questions 30, 31, and 32 clearly indicate that 

the employees within Business Area #3 do not have a positive perception of the physical 

facilities and resources that the company provides for their use and they feel these facilities and 

resources detract from their success.  

To clarify the perceptions and expectations of personnel assigned to this business 

area, personal face-to-face confidential discussions were conducted with four personnel 

assigned to this business area. Two of the personnel were responsible for developing and 

writing business proposals and the other two personnel were responsible for direct external 
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interface with customers. The following are summaries of the comments provided by these 

individuals: 

• The individuals who write business proposals felt that the Proposal 

Development Center (PDC) lacked the information technology (IT) resources 

needed to produce quality business proposals. Computers are quite old and 

slow, use the older low resolution cathode ray tube (CRT) type monitors, and 

even use Windows XP as their operating systems. There is only one printer for 

the entire PDC staff and some employees must walk a considerable distance to 

obtain their printouts. Printing in color requires sending the data file to another 

part of the company and can take up to 2 days to obtain the results. The PDC 

consists of a very large "cubicle farm" where the full-time employees are 

scattered about with an equal number of outside consultants and subject matter 

experts (SMEs) who assist in writing technical proposals.  

• The individuals who interface with outside customers are confronted with many 

challenges. The largest challenge is the location of the facility in central 

Mississippi. Few of their customers are located in Mississippi, and very few 

customers are willing to make the trip to Mississippi because they need to fly 

into a relatively small regional airport (which is still 45 minutes away by rental 

car). Even when customers do come to the company's Mississippi-based 

facility, the employees do not feel their facilities present a positive image 

compared to the facilities of their competitors. The company does not have a 

demonstration center or technology lab that could be used to highlight their 

capabilities, which is a substantial detractor in the eyes of these employees 

when compared to their competitors. 
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While conducting the discussions with the four individuals from this business area, all 

four individuals expressed deep frustrations with the quantity of personnel in this business area 

now as compared to 2 years ago. Previously, this business area had as many as 26 personnel. 

However, through a combination of forces and factors, the number of personnel has dropped 

over time to a current level of only 16 and the open positions have not been filled. The business 

area has a reputation of being very demanding, in terms of both stress and work hours, which 

discourages qualified candidates from other parts of the company from seeking to fill the 

openings in this business area. Additionally, the company has been attempting to reduce its 

General and Administrative costs (G&A) and has not been willing to offer new employees the 

kinds of wages and benefits needed to recruit personnel to willing work in central Mississippi or 

to be willing to travel around the world as much as 75 percent of the time. Consequently, 

additional workload is being placed on the more tenured personnel to make up for the loss of 

manpower. 

As a result of the above comments, an additional analysis was completed on the 

responses to Question 33 in the marketing climate survey related to the perceptions they had 

on the amount of people available to do work. The specific questions reads: "We have the right 

number of employees in our company to be able to perform all required work." 

The detailed analysis was completed for the responses to Question 33 for this business 

area as compared to the mean of the same question for all 82 individuals surveyed earlier 

(MEAN ALL). The results are shown in Table 4.12 below. 

Table 4.12: t-Tests Between Mean of All Respondents (MEAN ALL) and Business Area #3 
(MEAN AREA #3) for Human Resources Question 33 

 

Question # 
MEAN  
ALL 

MEAN 
AREA #3 

Difference 
in Means 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Question 33 -0.12 -1.19 -1.066 2.208 96 .030 * 

* p < .05 level  
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As shown in Table 4.12, the responses to Question 33 clearly indicate that these 

employees feel they do not have enough personnel to complete all the work required of them. 

Although in aggregate the Human Resources variable was not significantly different from MEAN 

ALL (as shown in Table 4.10 earlier), this one question highlights how great value can be 

derived even at the individual question level of the marketing climate survey.  

As is evidenced by the above results for Business Area #3, and the subsequent 

discussions with personnel in this business area, the marketing climate survey instrument 

provides a concise method to identify specific marketing climate elements within the 

organization that are impacting their ability to compete in the marketplace. Additionally, the 

survey instrument provided a specific set of detailed areas upon which further investigation can 

be completed and suggestions developed to overcome the perceived weaknesses. 

4.7 Summary of Research Results 

This third essay sought to implement the new measurement instrument for marketing 

climate in real-world organizations. Through a carefully orchestrated sequence of steps, this 

current research effort demonstrated that the instrument achieves its desired contribution by 

facilitating organizations in measuring their marketing climate. These steps included: 

• Step 1: Collecting initial survey responses from a random sample of multiple 

organizations. 

• Step 2: Using the initial survey responses to assess and demonstrate the reliability 

of the measurement instrument. 

• Step 3: Analyzing the collected data to assess and demonstrate the validity of the 

instrument in measuring and converging upon its theoretical constructs. 

• Step 4: Conducting a follow-on survey of a single, multi-division business 

organization that is seeking to assess and improve its marketing-orientation. 
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 The fourth step in particular provided a comprehensive validation of the conceptual 

model and the marketing climate measurement instrument by conducting a follow-on survey of 

a single, multi-division business organization that is seeking to assess and improve its 

marketing-orientation. The follow-on survey and analysis successfully demonstrated the use of 

the marketing climate survey instrument in achieving multiple applications that had been 

identified by the CMOs during the earlier interviews. The specific applications facilitated include: 

• Using the marketing climate instrument as a tool to assess and compare 

multiple elements within the organization to determine the best performing 

elements. 

• Using the marketing climate instrument as a form of benchmarking to compare 

the organization against established means for other organizations. 

• Using the marketing climate instrument as a baseline measure supporting 

future continuous improvement efforts within not only the three specific 

business areas but also across other business areas within the larger 

organization. 

• Using the marketing climate instrument to perform diagnostics on three specific 

areas of the organization with an eye on identifying the potential causes of any 

perceived weaknesses and developing relevant suggestions that would 

improve the marketing-orientation stance of the entire organization. 

Although this third essay documents a substantial research effort, and validated the 

basis and practicality of measuring marketing climate, a considerable amount of additional 

research is possible. Specific limitations of the completed research, as well as potential 

directions for future research, are shown in Appendix B, Limitations and Future Research 

Directions. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

MARKETING CLIMATE MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX B 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
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Limitations with the Current Research 

As with most research, this current effort has several identified limitations. The following 

paragraphs describe several areas where the research approach and/or methodology limited 

the scope and content of the effort. 

An important limitation concerns the group of CMOs interviewed to obtain inputs on the 

relevant aspects of organizational culture that contribute to marketing climate. The sample 

consisted on 26 CMOs selected through convenience sampling, and as such, may not 

represent the views, experiences and insight of the entire pool of CMOs. Similarly, the 

interviews with the CMOs were fairly short in duration, limiting the types and kinds of interview 

questions that could be asked and thus the degree of input each CMO could provide. 

The current investigation was also limited by only looking at US-based organizations. 

Consequently, the results may not be transferable to international organizations where unique 

social culture aspects may intercede in place of the investigated US-based organizational 

aspects. 

The current research was not designed to specifically evaluate the weight that each of 

the climate variables contributed to the overall organizational performance, opting instead to 

accept at face value the prior research indicating that all of the described factors had solid 

theoretical basis for their contributions. As was demonstrated in Step 4 of Essay 3, the lack of 

weightings does not detract from the ability to use the conceptual model and the measurement 

instrument in very practical and constructive fashion. 

Other limitations of this study are centered on the respondents used to validate the new 

marketing climate survey instrument. The survey takers were a convenience sample randomly 

drawn from a wide range of organizations. However, no effort was made to assure the 

representativeness of the sample with regards to the population as a whole or to their 

participation in the wide variety of relevant organizations. Although the sample size was 
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sufficient for the intended analysis and demonstration of reliability and validity, a larger sample 

size would have been preferred in order to assure a greater degree of robustness. Similarly, 

although the organization type was known for many of the respondents to the survey, this 

information was not available for all of them, and as such, the analysis that could be done with 

the current data set was limited for a certain subset of the respondents. 

Future Research Directions 

A wide range of opportunities exist to extend the current research beyond just 

overcoming the limitations described above. The following paragraphs highlight some of the 

future research efforts that could be undertaken to build upon the current described research 

results. 

Of considerable interest is a long-term research effort that continues the research 

described in Step 4 of Essay 3. Using the baseline data collected as part of the current 

research, a longitudinal study could be conducted that would track the organization's ability to 

implement the recommendations developed as part of the current research and the measurable 

improvements in the overall organization performance over time. 

Another long-term research opportunity could be focused on using the marketing 

climate survey instrument with a variety of organizations with the goal of identifying industry-

specific benchmarks. These benchmarks could then be used to compare and contrast relevant 

industry players. 

Several opportunities exist for research specifically focused on assessing the other 

desired marketing climate measurement applications identified by the CMOs during the earlier 

interviews. These potential applications include: 

• Using the climate measurement instrument as a measure of compatibility 

between an organization and other outside organizations that they intended to 

acquire (completed during due diligence of an M&A type action). 
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• Using the climate measurement instrument as a measure of compatibility 

between two or more internal elements of an organization prior to developing 

and implementing plans to merge similar (or on occasion, dissimilar) elements 

of the organization. 

• Using the climate measurement instrument as an indicator of "values creep" 

resulting from changes in internal management or broad-ranging changes in 

society. 
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