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Abstract

The aim of this study is to develop a comprehensive framework and propositions showing the integration of
market orientation (MO) as an economic-oriented strategy and corporate social responsibility (CSR), as a socially–
oriented strategy for business performance (BP). A review of literature on the three constructs of MO, CSR and
BP facilitated the development of the framework and a number of research propositions. An integrated conceptual
framework of economic and social strategies is constructed based on prior conceptualisation of MO and CSR. In
total, twenty-six (26) propositions are developed based on the integrated conceptual framework. An empirical
examination of the model will clarify further, relations among the variables and then authenticate the developed
model and propositions. The study provides practitioners with a framework and the accompanying propositions for
decision making with respect to their strategic choices and performance. The conceptual framework and the
proposition developed when implemented are expected to enhance both the firm and customer value which has a
wider implication for the society. The novelty in this research is the common antecedents of both MO and CSR.
This research augments the few studies on the integration of MO and CSR.

Keywords: Market orientation, Economic strategy, Corporate social responsibility, Social strategy, Business
performance, Framework, Propositions

Introduction
A growing number of scholars and practitioners are call-
ing for attention to be given to the integration of market
orientation (MO) and corporate social responsibility
(CSR) for competitiveness (Brik et al. 2011; Mitchell et
al. 2010; Qu 2009). Despite the prominence of MO and
CSR, previous scholarships on the two constructs have
focused on the individual strategic constructs and their
impact on organisational performance to the neglect of
their integration (Mitchell et al. 2010; Grinstein 2008).
Thus, Grinsatein (2008) advised that research on MO
should shift its focus. According to Grinstein (2008), re-
searchers should move from the study of the direct ef-
fect of MO on business performance to the study of the
various combinations of strategic orientations that firms
can pursue in different situations. Researchers are

encouraged to study how the more successful market-
oriented firms balance between MO and other strategic
orientations (Grinstein 2008; Mitchell et al. 2010). A
number of scholars have responded to this call in the ex-
tant MO literature (Yan et al. 2017; Felix 2015). Rela-
tively, some research works have been done on the
integration of MO – CSR - performance relationship but
more research is required to highlight the phenomenon
(Brik et al. 2011; Qu 2009).
Scholars have suggested the benefits of integrating

MO as an economic strategy with CSR as a social strat-
egy (Mitchell et al. 2010; Mohr and Sarin 2009). For in-
stance, it is argued that the pursuit of both economic
and social strategies simultaneously would not be harm-
ful to the operations of a firm (Mohr and Sarin 2009).
On the bases of the above argument, this study is set out
to develop a comprehensive conceptual framework and
propositions that guides the integration of MO and CSR
for BP. In this regard, the key question that needs to be
answered is whether there are sufficient frameworks that
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project the integration of MO as an economic strategy
and CSR as a social strategy leading to business per-
formance in extant marketing and management
literature?
The paper contributes to marketing theory in three

ways. First, it proposes a comprehensive business frame-
work integrating MO and CSR for BP. Limited frame-
works exist on the integration of MO, CSR and BP (Brik
et al. 2011; Morgan et al. 2009; Grinstein 2008; Maignan
and Ferrell 2004; Maignan et al. 1999; Morgan and
Strong 1998). Second, we propose common determi-
nants of MO and CSR, which to the best of the re-
searchers’ knowledge, have never been proposed in the
extant marketing literature. To buttress this position,
reference is made to Kuada and Hinson’s (2012) argu-
ment that the antecedents to CSR exert different degrees
of influence on the CSR practices of firms in different
parts of the world. They argue further that these ante-
cedents have not been adequately articulated and inte-
grated into the available analytical models.
Third, the conceptual framework and the propositions

from the research is significant for management re-
searchers and practitioners. Employing the theorised
framework and propositions will allow scholars to offer
relevant advice on the likely outcomes of integrating

MO and CSR across firms of varying backgrounds. The
remainder of the paper is presented as follows: the con-
ceptual framework and propositions are discussed next
and this is followed by the discussions and implications.
The conclusions and directions for future research bring
the paper to a close.

Literature review and conceptual framework
In the conceptualisation of market orientation (MO) and
corporate social responsibility (CSR), researchers often
theoretically or empirically investigate their antecedents
or predictors and consequences or outcomes (Galbreath
2010; Zebal and Godwin 2011; Kocak et al. 2017). The
proposed integrated conceptual framework for this study
has five major components (see Fig. 1).
Hult et al. (2005) established the value of the informa-

tion processing perspective to market orientation. Mar-
ket orientation is defined as the extent to which a firm
engages in information generation, dissemination, and
response to market intelligence pertaining to current
and future customer needs, competitor strategies and ac-
tions, channelling requirements and abilities, and the
broader business environment (Morgan et al. 2009). In-
spired by the traditional resource-based theory, the lit-
erature posits that firms with superior MO achieve

Fig. 1 Conceptual Framework
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superior business performance because they have a
greater understanding of customers (Lafferty and Hult
2001).
There has been a general agreement in the literature

on the key components of MO: market intelligence gath-
ering and the synthesis of market information to develop
and implement competitive, profitable marketing strat-
egies (Cano et al. 2004; Cervera et al. 2001; Greenley et
al. 2005; Kirca et al. 2005; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Laff-
erty and Hult 2001). MO should focus on the integration
of a firm’s capabilities to generate long-term profitability,
maintain or increase market share, improve firm com-
petitiveness, ensure organisational responsiveness in
providing customer value and satisfaction, and meet
strategic corporate targets (Mitchell et al. 2010).
With respect to CSR, Whitehouse (2006) opined that

despite several decades of vociferous debate regarding
the concept of CSR, it is possible to say, with certainty,
that there exists no one universally accepted definition
of the term. Lantos (2001) is of the view that the con-
cept of CSR is a fuzzy one with unclear boundaries and
debatable legitimacy. While academics continue to de-
bate the content and meaning of CSR, many large com-
panies appear to have found common ground upon
which they have constructed elaborate CSR policies and
practices (Whitehouse 2006).
Carroll’s (1991) classification of CSR was modified to

include social and environmental dimensions (Mitchell
et al. 2010) to conceptualise corporate social responsibil-
ity in this integrated framework. Carroll (1991) provides
a clear view of business responsibility and repeats these
four dimensions in subsequent articles (Carroll 2000;
Schwartz and Carroll 2003) to underscore the import-
ance of this classification in future CSR studies. Hence,
the adoption of Carroll’s model. Consequently, from the
basis of Carroll’s (1991) conceptualisation, CSR has been
defined by Maignan et al. (1999, p. 459) as “the extent to
which businesses meet the economic, legal, ethical and
discretionary responsibilities imposed on them by their
stakeholders”. This definition is in line with the four di-
mensions of CSR proposed by Carroll (1991), which is
still recognised by contemporary researchers (Maignan
et al. 1999; Maignan and Ferrell 2004; Pirithiviraj and
Kajendra 2010; Galbreath 2010). These six dimensions
of CSR adapted for this study are considered appropriate
to investigate CSR in order to address the accusation
against marketing scholars for their narrow focus on the
dimensions of CSR (Maignan and Ferrell 2004; Porter
and Kramer 2006).

Propositions
The three major hierarchical dimensions of top manage-
ment factors, organisational systems and interdepartmental
dynamics proposed by Kohli and Jaworski (1990) and

Jaworski and Kohli (1993), which have been used widely in
the market orientation literature, are employed in this
study. However, the present study extends strategic market-
ing knowledge by postulating that these factors are equally
determinants of CSR. The proposed integrated conceptual
framework suggests the measures can be used to assess the
firm’s level of MO and CSR activities and initiatives.

Top management factors
A number of scholars have alluded to the importance of
top management in determining an organisation’s mar-
ket orientation and corporate social responsibility (see
Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Agui-
nis and Glavas 2012). These scholars assert that with
more support from top management, CSR programmes
will be given more attention than with less management
support (see Aguinis and Glavas 2012). Without support
from top management, it will be difficult to formulate
and implement market orientation and corporate social
responsibility programmes. Top management is a key
stakeholder whose level of influence on firms’ MO and
CSR initiatives cannot be ignored. Top management sup-
port ensures that MO and CSR programmes succeed. Top
management demonstration of leadership by example en-
courages employees to follow suit. If top management is
involved in gathering intelligence, disseminating this
intelligence and being responsive to the needs of both in-
ternal and external demands, other staff members will also
be encouraged to do so. Similarly, maximising shareholder
wealth, operating within the legal and ethical framework
of the firm’s environment and also showing concern for
the larger society by acting responsibly and donating to
charitable institutions demand the support of top manage-
ment. On the basis of the above arguments, we proposed
as follows:
P1: Top management emphasis relate to organisations

market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
Top management’s risk aversion is another key factor

among the antecedents to MO and CSR in the concep-
tual framework. Top management’s willingness to stra-
tegically allow new ideas to be experimented will aid the
MO and CSR development process in firms. In the same
vein, if top management is always searching for certainty
before making decisions, it could stifle MO and CSR ini-
tiatives. Intelligence generation, intelligence dissemin-
ation and intelligence responsiveness, as well as the
marketing culture of an organisation, are all influenced
by top management’s risk aversion. In more elaborate
terms, one can postulate that top management’s risk
aversion has an influence on the economic, legal, ethical,
philanthropic, social and environmental performance of
an organisation. Jaworski and Kohli (1993) found a nega-
tive association between top management risk aversion
and intelligence responsiveness while Avlonitis and
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Gounaris (1999) also found a negative association between
top management risk aversion and market orientation.
Thus,
P2: Top management risk aversion relate to organisations

market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
The conceptual framework further suggests that top

management’s perception is an integral component
among the top management factors which are critical to
predicting the level of MO and CSR. Perceptions have a
serious influence on top management actions and reac-
tions towards MO and CSR initiatives. Favourable per-
ceptions of managers towards marketing intelligence
generation, dissemination, responsiveness, as well as the
beliefs and values in marketing practices could elicit top
management support of MO and CSR practices. Also,
top management’s favourable perception towards the
economic performance of the organisation will encour-
age them to support MO and CSR activities. This notion
is applicable to ethical conduct, legal obligations, social
and philanthropic interventions, as well as good environ-
mental activities. Thus,
P3: Top management perception relate to organisations

market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
Another major predictor variable in the conceptual

framework, that could stimulate an organisation’s market
orientation and corporate social responsibility is the or-
ganisational system. This comprises formalisation, cen-
tralisation and market-based reward systems. Earlier
studies have found that both centralisation and formal-
isation are negatively associated with overall market
orientation (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Avlonitis and
Gounaris 1999; Harris 2000). On the contrary, a number
of studies reported a positive relationship between mar-
ket orientations; formalisation and centralisation. This
suggests that scholars are still in a dilemma as far as the
role of formalisation and centralisation in the develop-
ment of market orientation are concerned. Therefore,
the inclusion of these factors in the study’s framework is
intended to provide further empirical insight into these
variables. Inferring from the MO literature, the concep-
tual framework additionally postulates that the organisa-
tional system has an influence in shaping an
organisation’s CSR activities.

Organisational systems
Formalisation is the “degree to which rules define roles,
authority, relations, communications, norms and sanc-
tions, and procedures” (Kohli and Jaworski 1990, p. 10).
Often, it is assumed that bureaucratic tendencies are
likely to be associated with arrangements which can im-
pede the development of a market orientation culture in
such formalised institutions. A high degree of formalisa-
tion can result in low market orientation culture in an
organisation, which in turn can impact the organisation’s

efficiency and effectiveness and hence its business per-
formance. Formalisation affects the development of a
market orientation culture (Jaworski and Kohli 1993;
Kuada and Buatsi 2005; Zebal and Godwin 2011). Re-
search on the predictors of market orientation so far
suggests that formalisation is a barrier to communica-
tion and consequently hostile to market-oriented activ-
ities (Zebal and Godwin 2011). Formalisation is
postulated to impede innovation and timely responses to
changing market needs, which are at the core of market
orientation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and Kohli
1993). Kuada and Buatsi (2005) conclude that formalisa-
tion has no role in the market orientation model.
Jaworski and Kohli (1993) report that contrary to prior
hypotheses, formalisation does not appear to be related
to market orientation.
P4: Formalisation relate to organisations market orien-

tation and corporate social responsibility.
Centralisation is described as the concentration of

power and decision-making in an organisation on top
management (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and
Kohli 1993). In this sense, employees at the lower levels
who are knowledgeable about market requirements are
not given the opportunity to act voluntarily without ap-
proval from the top management. Thus, generating, dis-
semination and responsiveness to market intelligence
are impeded, resulting in low MO levels in such organi-
sations. Hence, organisational structures of centralisa-
tion also affect the development of market orientation.
They are negatively and significantly related to market
orientation, according to the study of Kuada and Buatsi
(2005). Flavián and Lozano (2006), however, could not
conclude on the role of centralisation in the develop-
ment of market-oriented culture.
P5: Centralisation relate to organisations market orien-

tation and corporate social responsibility.
Market-based reward schemes are basically how

management and employees are rewarded for their ef-
fort in contributing to the attainment of the organisa-
tion’s goals. Webster (1988) is of the view that the
cornerstone of developing a market-driven or
customer-oriented business organisation is how man-
agement is evaluated and rewarded. Jaworski and
Kohli (1993) contend that organisations that reward
their management and employees based on certain
factors, such as customer satisfaction and building
customer relationships, tend to be more market-
oriented. Pulendran et al. (2000) support this asser-
tion, and advocate that organisations must use
market-based reward schemes to reduce role conflict
and ambiguity within their operations. On the basis
of the above findings, the inclusion of market-based
reward schemes in the conceptual framework to
determine market orientation and corporate social
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responsibility is therefore timely and justifiable.
Therefore,
P6: Market-based reward system relate to organisations

market orientation and corporate social responsibility.

Interdepartmental dynamics
Interdepartmental dynamism consists of interdepart-
mental conflict and interdepartmental connectedness,
which could either enhance or impede the development
of market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
Scholars report that the implementation of market
orientation is determined by interdepartmental conflict
and interdepartmental connectedness (Kohli and Jaworski
1990; Jaworski and Kohli 1993). Empirically, interdepart-
mental conflict is negatively associated with market orien-
tation (Pulendran et al. 2000). Interdepartmental conflicts
create barriers among various departments in an organisa-
tion and stifle the flow and the exchange of information.
In this regard, suggesting interdepartmental conflict as an
antecedent to market orientation and corporate social re-
sponsibility in the conceptual framework appears reason-
able. Consequently,
P7: Inter-departmental conflict relate to organisations

market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
Interdepartmental connectedness is another variable of

interdepartmental dynamism which is a key antecedent to
market orientation. A number of empirical studies point
to the fact that interdepartmental connectedness is signifi-
cant and positively related to market orientation (Jaworski
and Kohli 1993; Harris and Piercy 1999; Pulendran et al.
2000). Due to the role interdepartmental connectedness
plays in determining market orientation, it is appropriate
to propose that interdepartmental connectedness is a vari-
able influencing the degree of market orientation and cor-
porate social responsibility in the conceptual framework
of the study. So,
P8: Inter-departmental connectedness influences orga-

nisations market orientation and corporate social
responsibility.

Consequences of MO and CSR
Business performance was conceptualised using six dif-
ferent measures as shown in the conceptual framework.
These are: overall business performance (Harris and
Ogbonna 2001; Matsuno et al. 2000; Kwon and Hu
2000), customer satisfaction (Galbreath 2010), service
quality (Galbreath 2010; Agarwal et al. 2003), profitabil-
ity firm growth (Morgan et al. 2009) and employee com-
mitment (Galbreath 2010; Jaworski and Kohli 1993).
Overall, business performance combines all five mea-
sures. Scholars have reported positive, negative, signifi-
cant and non-significant relationships between market
orientation and organisational performance in the extant
literature (Lukas and Ferrell 2000; Ellis 2006; Kirca et al.

2005; Zhou et al. 2005; Atuahene-Gima 2005; Kyriako-
polos and Moorman 2004; Voola and O’Cass 2010).
Market orientation is associated with both objective and
subjective performance variables. Objective measures in-
clude profitability, return on assets and firm growth,
whereas subjective measures employed include customer
satisfaction, service quality and employee commitment.
Market orientation has a positive relationship with over-
all business performance and it is frequently postulated
to improve business performance (Kirca et al. 2005;
Zhou et al. 2005).
Narver and Slater (1990) were the first to provide em-

pirical evidence on the link between market orientation
and business performance. Subsequently, many studies
from developed and developing economy perspectives
have examined the relationship between market orienta-
tion and business performance (Mahmoud et al. 2010;
Opoku and Essien 2011; Mahmoud et al. 2010). Market
orientation is, thus, viewed as a source of competitive
advantage for an organisation, in that it helps to create
superior value for customers (Narver and Slater 1990;
Slater and Narver 1994; Slater and Narver 2000). Dwairi
et al. (2007) replicated Kohli and Jaworski’s (1990), and
Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993) entire market orientation
model in Jordan to investigate MO and business per-
formance. They found that MO is significantly related to
business performance. They report that their findings gen-
erally resonate with the results of Jaworski and Kohli
(1993) and offer empirical support for the robustness of
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) and Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993)
market orientation model. A replication of Jaworski and
Kohli’s (1993) model by Kuada and Buatsi (2005) in the
Ghanaian context generated similar results. Accordingly,
P9: Market orientation is related to overall business

performance.
The business community is increasingly committed to

incorporating CSR into strategic and business planning.
CSR is not only a prominent research theme, but also it
can be found in corporate missions and value statements
(Svendsen et al. 2001). CSR is argued to be capable of
improving a business’ competitive position (Porter and
Kramer 2006, 2011) and performance (Prado-Lorenzo et
al. 2008; Quazi and Richardson 2012). A mixed result
has been presented in the scholarly literature regarding
corporate social responsibility and business performance
(Peloza 2009; Prado-Lorenzo et al. 2008; Luo and Bhatta-
charya 2006; Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). Whilst some
studies are reporting a positive relationship between firms
embarking on corporate social responsibility and business
performance (see Peloza 2009; Luo and Bhattacharya
2006), others are reporting a negative relationship (see
Peloza 2009). Moreover, some studies are establishing no
relationship between corporate social responsibility and
business performance (see Peloza 2009). In a review of 128
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studies that explored the CSR-organisational performance
relationship; Peloza (2009) reported that 59% found a
positive relationship, 27% indicated a mixed or neutral re-
lationship, and 14% found a negative relationship. A var-
iety of performance variables have been associated with
corporate social responsibility in the extant literature, and
these include customer satisfaction, service quality,
growth, employee commitment, profitability and overall
business performance (Weber 2008; Lee et al. 2011; Luo
and Bhattacharya 2006; Backhaus et al. 2002; Brammer
and Millington 2005; Peterson 2004).
Lee (2008) posit that the development of CSR theories

suggests that there is a tighter linkage between CSR and
firm business performance. The emphasis of CSR theor-
ies has shifted away from an ethics orientation to a per-
formance orientation. In addition, the level of analysis
has moved away from a macro-social level to an organ-
isational level, where the effects of CSR on firm financial
performance are closely scrutinized. Vogel (2005) up-
holds that the close investigation of the relationship be-
tween CSR initiatives and firm financial performance is
a characteristic of the ‘new world of CSR’. He argues
that ‘old style’ CSR of the 1960s and 1970s was moti-
vated by social considerations. Economic considerations
were not among the motives for CSR: ‘while there was
substantial peer pressure among corporations to become
more philanthropic, no one claimed that such firms
were likely to be more profitable than their less generous
competitors’; in contrast, the essence of the ‘new world
of CSR’ is ‘doing good to do well’ (Vogel 2005, pp. 20–
21). Therefore, we propose that,
P10: Corporate social responsibility is related to overall

business performance.
The integration of MO and CSR on organisational per-

formance is operationalised in the framework by integrat-
ing market orientation and corporate social responsibility.
This is expected to result in synergy, and thus translate
into superior organisational performance (Narver and
Slater 1990; Maignan et al. 1999; Qu 2009; Pirithiviraj and
Kajendra 2010; Brik et al. 2011; Arshad et al. 2012). The
integration of MO and CSR as a competitive strategic tool
is key to this study. An emerging logic in marketing is that
multiple approaches to strategy from both social and eco-
nomic perspective is key to guarantee certain level of busi-
ness performance (Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention
has been drawn to the fact that market orientation needs
to be incorporated as a bundle into other strategic actions
to achieve effective and efficient performance (Cano et al.
2004; Qu 2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011; Mahmoud
2016). Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the incorpor-
ation of macro marketing variables such as corporate
social responsibility, ecological and environmental issues
as additional variables into future market orientation stud-
ies. Accordingly, we argue in this study that:

P11: Integration of MO and CSR is related to overall
business performance.

MO, CSR and customer satisfaction
In this conceptualisation, customer satisfaction generally
means a service firm’s capability to deliver products and
services within the customer’s zone of tolerance (Zebal
and Godwin 2011); that is, not below the customer’s ex-
pectations and not above the customer’s ideal expect-
ation (Zeithaml 2000). There are many items that must
be incorporated into generating the desired customer
satisfaction relative to the competition. This makes it
challenging to use a single issue to constitute customer
satisfaction. Moreover, customers differ in the value they
attach to each of these elements. Customer satisfaction
means that relative to other competitors, the firm has
more loyal customers. In this paper, it is also apparent
that such firms often receive complimentary phone
calls/letters from their customers (Zeithaml 2000). In
addition, regarding customer satisfaction, the paper also
recognised the fact that the firm’s trade partners always
give positive testimonies to the quality of service ren-
dered to them. If complaints are minimal, if not absent
altogether, it is considered a sign of customer satisfac-
tion in this study (Hinson 2006). It also means the ser-
vice firm is able to generate new customers on a regular
basis without difficulty and that existing customers are
happy with the services and prices.
Customer satisfaction has long been considered a re-

source that generates competitive advantage in the
marketplace and thereby triggers superior financial per-
formance for a firm relative to its competitors (Hunt
and Morgan 1995). One of the most important indica-
tors of the strength of a firm’s customer relationship is
customer satisfaction (Anderson et al. 2004). Fornell
(1992) has postulated that satisfied customers can be
viewed as economic assets that yield future cash flows
for organisations. Customer satisfaction affects the level,
timing, and risk of a firm’s future net cash flows. It trig-
gers positive outcomes such as customer loyalty, cus-
tomer retention, cross-buying activity, price tolerance,
word of mouth, and recommendation behaviour (Ander-
son et al. 2004; Fornell et al. 2006; Gruca and Rego
2005; Luo 2007; Luo and Homburg 2007; Luo et al.
2010), which in turn enhance future cash flows. The key
issue is that market-oriented firms or organisations re-
spond to customer needs and preferences better than
less market-oriented firms, hence, they are in a position
to satisfy customers (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Jaworski
and Kohli 1993; Slater and Narver 2000). Scholars opine
that the consequence of market orientation is customer
satisfaction, which increases repeat purchases and draws
new customers to the business (Kohli and Jaworski 1990;
Singh and Ranchhod 2004). Slater and Narver (2000) are
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of the view that becoming and remaining market-oriented
is essential for a company’s success. Market orientation is
such that it creates loyal customers, who will not only
keep coming back to the organisation, but will also tell
others about the organisation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990).
Hence,
P12: Market orientation is related to customer

satisfaction.
The role of corporate social responsibility in determin-

ing the level of customer satisfaction has received little
attention, despite the acknowledged importance of cus-
tomer satisfaction in the marketing literature (McDonald
and Rundle-Thiele 2008). The relationship between cor-
porate social responsibility and customer satisfaction is
not always straightforward (Luo and Bhattacharya 2006).
CSR is found to be associated with customer satisfaction
in a recent study in the banking sector (Senthikumar et
al. 2011). Some scholars are of the view that CSR only
results in customer satisfaction when the CSR initiatives
and activities have a direct benefit for the customer
group concerned (see McDonald and Hung Lai 2011).
Luo and Bhattacharya (2006) discovered that in firms

that are less innovative in nature, CSR may decrease
customer satisfaction levels and ultimately reduce the
firm’s financial returns. In this case, it implies that firms
do not always benefit from CSR actions and that “less
innovative firms may be better off financially avoiding
CSR actions” (Luo and Bhattacharya 2006, p. 16). Sen
and Bhattacharya (2001) report that CSR initiatives can
under certain circumstances decrease consumer’s
intention to buy a firm’s products and/or services. In
particular, failing to secure the legitimacy from the target
market to operate as a result of firms’ CSR initiatives ac-
tivities can result in a decrease in consumer intention to
purchase. This, therefore, makes it imperative for firms
to adopt an integrated corporate strategy rather than an
individual one.
P13: Corporate social responsibility is related to cus-

tomer satisfaction.
Galbreath’s (2010) empirical study reported that CSR

was significantly and positively associated with customer
satisfaction. Organisational performance is operationa-
lised in the framework by integrating MO and CSR lead-
ing to customer satisfaction. The integration of MO and
CSR as a competitive strategic tool is key to this study.
An emerging logic in marketing is that multiple ap-
proaches to strategy from both social and economic per-
spectives is key to guarantee a certain level of business
performance (Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention has
been drawn to the fact that market orientation needs to
be incorporated as a bundle into other strategic actions to
achieve effective and efficient performance (Cano et al.
2004; Qu 2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011; Mahmoud
2016). Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the

incorporation of macro marketing variables such as cor-
porate social responsibility, ecological and environmental
issues as additional variables into future market orienta-
tion studies. Accordingly, we argue in this study that:
P14: Integration of MO and CSR is related to customer

satisfaction.

MO, CSR and firm growth
Firm growth in this conceptualisation represents mul-
tiple dimensions. Firm growth in this study refers to im-
provements in: return on investment, profit margin,
sales, market share, revenue and financial position rela-
tive to competitors. The organisation’s ability to recoup
its investments or meet its return on investment goals is
an indication of growth (Narver and Slater 1990; Mor-
gan et al. 2009). Also, improvement in the organisation’s
financial position relative to the competitor is associated
with the firm’s growth. Similarly, an improvement in
sales either in quantity or revenue could be regarded as
firm growth (Morgan et al. 2009). Improvement in the
market share relative to competitors could also be
viewed as growth for the firm (Morgan et al. 2009).
Market orientation has a positive link with firm

growth. Empirical research has shown that market orien-
tation is related positively to sales growth (Slater and
Narver 1994). Service organisations that grow do so be-
cause they are good at finding their market niche and
understanding market demands, which amount to being
market-oriented. Usually, most firms cite the lack of de-
mand as an important impediment to growth. Lack of
demand may also be understood as targeting the wrong
market, which is to say that consumer research is not
guiding the firm’s operations. There are several examples
of firms that, at least for a period of time, stopped grow-
ing because they did not keep up with market orienta-
tion activities (Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver and
Slater 1990). To be more likely to succeed, aspiring
growth-oriented firms must appreciate how to ad-
equately identify their market niches and how to exploit
them. They also must come to appreciate the import-
ance of putting the customer first and what that implies
for their operations.
P15: Market orientation is related to a firm growth.
Even in difficult times or slow periods of growth, CSR

is still recommended as a strategic tool for firms’ growth.
This is even more important for developing economies,
especially in sub-Saharan Africa where the poverty level
is high (Hinson and Ndhlovu 2011). In such economies,
organisations are expected to provide some social ser-
vices and welfare programmes in addition to their nor-
mal economic activities (Hinson and Ndhlovu 2011).
Firms balancing their economic and social goals would be
able to achieve their business objectives and address
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societal concerns at the same time. This is what is termed
strategic CSR (Lantos 2001; Porter and Kramer 2006).
A study of CSR practice and motivations in Spain,

Prado-Lorenzo et al. (2008), after controlling for the size
of the companies, found that disclosure of information
on CSR leads to an improved corporate image which
eventually increases the rate of sales growth. They state
that firms which have disclosed a greater volume of in-
formation on CSR have experienced greater sales
growth, as opposed to those organisations which have
not disclosed information publicly (Prado-Lorenzo et al.
2008, p.1259). CSR has been found to be positively re-
lated to customer attraction and retention, as well as
customer loyalty (Lee et al. 2011; Weber 2008). Similarly,
loyal customers will result in firm growth due to their
long stay with an organisation and their potential of
attracting other users of products and services to the or-
ganisation. Customer attraction, retention and loyalty
could be said to be positive enablers to firm growth.
P16: Corporate social responsibility is related to a firm

growth.
The integration of MO and CSR is expected to result

in firm growth as depicted by the model. This is ex-
pected to result in synergy, and thus translate into firm
growth (Narver and Slater 1990; Maignan et al. 1999;
Qu 2009; Pirithiviraj and Kajendra 2010; Brik et al. 2011;
Arshad et al. 2012). The integration of MO and CSR as
a competitive strategic tool is key to this study. An
emerging logic in marketing is that, multiple approaches
to strategy from both social and economic perspective is
key to guarantee a certain level of business performance
(Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention has been drawn to
the fact that market orientation needs to be incorporated
as a bundle into other strategic actions to achieve effect-
ive and efficient performance (Cano et al. 2004; Qu
2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011; Mahmoud 2016).
Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the incorporation of
macro marketing variables such as corporate social re-
sponsibility, ecological and environmental issues as add-
itional variables into future market orientation studies.
Accordingly, we argue in this study that:
P17: Integration of MO and CSR is related to a firm

growth.

MO, CSR and employee commitment
Employee commitment in this conceptualisation means
the willingness of employees to go the extra mile to seek
the collective interest of the organisation (Agarwal et al.
2003). Specifically, employee commitment means that
people in an organisation are genuinely concerned about
the needs and problems of each other (Glavas and
Piderit 2009). They own the organisation and working
for the organisation is reflective of being a part of “one
big family”. When employees are satisfied, they are

emotionally attached to each other. In such organisa-
tions, employees view themselves as independent indi-
viduals who have to tolerate others around them.
Employee commitment as an outcome variable has been
employed in previous MO and CSR research (Agarwal et
al. 2003).
Prior studies have indicated a relation between market

orientation and employee commitment (Kohli and
Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and Kohli 1993). A market-
oriented culture facilitates clarity of focus and vision in
an organisation. This generates pride in belonging to an
organisation, and results in high employee morale and
greater organisational commitment (Jaworski and Kohli
1993). Siguaw et al. (1994) report that, if a firm is per-
ceived as having a high market orientation, then the sales
force practice a greater level of customer orientation. Mar-
ket orientation reduces role stress and engenders greater
job satisfaction and organisational commitment. Addition-
ally, it provides psychological and social benefits for em-
ployees. Market orientation leads to a sense of pride and
belongingness in an organisation, in which all depart-
ments and individuals work towards the common goal of
serving customers. If this objective is achieved, it results in
employees sharing a feeling of worthwhile contribution, as
well as higher levels of job satisfaction and commitment
to the organisation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990). Thus,
P18: Market orientation is related to employee

commitment.
Corporate social responsibility has a positive effect on

attracting more talented employees, employee identifica-
tion with the organisation and employee creative in-
volvement (see Maignan et al. 1999; Greening and
Turban 2000; Carmeli et al. 2007; Glavas and Piderit
2009). Smart employees might prefer to be associated
with organisations that have friendly and good corporate
social responsibility policies and programmes in place.
Maignan et al. (1999) and McGuire et al. (1988) suggest
that CSR activities stimulate a firm’s ability to attract
more talented and committed individuals who seek to
merge their work and non-work lives and boost internal
employee morale and commitment within the firm. CSR
will improve employees’ relations with the organisation
in addition to its stakeholders (Akgeyik 2005; Glavas and
Piderit 2009).
P19: Corporate social responsibility is related to em-

ployee commitment.
The integration of MO and CSR on organisational per-

formance is operationalised in the framework yield em-
ployee commitment. This is expected to result in
synergy, and thus translate into superior organisational
performance (Narver and Slater 1990; Maignan et al.
1999; Qu 2009; Pirithiviraj and Kajendra 2010; Brik et al.
2011; Arshad et al. 2012). The integration of MO and
CSR as a competitive strategic tool is important to this
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study. An emerging logic in marketing is that multiple
approaches to strategy from both social and economic
perspective is key to guarantee a certain level of business
performance (Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention has
been drawn to the fact that market orientation needs to
be incorporated as a bundle into other strategic actions to
achieve effective and efficient performance (Cano et al.
2004; Qu 2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011; Mahmoud
2016). Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the incorpor-
ation of macro marketing variables such as corporate so-
cial responsibility, ecological and environmental issues as
additional variables into future market orientation studies.
Accordingly, we argue in this study that:
P20: Integration of MO and CSR is related to employee

commitment.

MO, CSR and service quality
Service quality as an outcome variable has been
employed in previous market orientation and corporate
social responsibility studies (see Matear et al. 2004; Sen
et al. 2006; Garcia de los Salmones et al. 2005). Service
quality in this conceptualisation means that an organisa-
tion has superior service provision relative to its compet-
itors. It also represents improvements in the quality of
service delivery relative to the competition and cus-
tomers’ satisfaction with service quality levels of the or-
ganisation in question. In addition, compared to
competitors, word of mouth testimonies regarding ser-
vice quality from customers are excellent (Matear, et al.
2004). Firms with high service quality are those that
have excellent service recovery strategies in their opera-
tions (Zebal and Godwin 2011). Another feature of an
organisation with excellent service quality is that con-
sumers have a positive perception of service quality of
such organisations in relation to their competitors in the
same industry (Garcia de los Salmones et al. 2005).
Service quality is the major driving force for business

sustainability, and in today’s competitive global market-
place, it is acknowledged to be essential for the success
of the firm (Ismail et al. 2006). The primary objective of
service providers and marketers is identical, which is to
develop and provide services that satisfy customer needs
and expectations. In the service industry, the goal of the
service marketer is to close or narrow the gap between
expectations and perceptions of customers (Ismail et al.
2006). In the marketing literature, service quality is a
distinctive element that firms should strive for (Ismail et
al. 2006).
Therefore, a key strategy for customer-focused firms is

to measure service quality. Customer satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction may result from experiencing a service and
comparing that experience with the kind of quality of
service that was expected (Ismail et al. 2006; Voon
2006). According to Voon (2006), service is said to be

the competitive tool for differentiation that is difficult
for rivals to imitate, and service quality needs to be stra-
tegically managed for competitive advantage. The litera-
ture underscores the point that market-oriented service
behaviors are instrumental in delivering quality service
(Camarero 2007; Lam et al. 2012; Voon 2006). Market
orientation could also lead to improved service quality
for service industry organisations (Agarwal et al. 2003;
Camarero 2007; Lam et al. 2012).
Camarero’s (2007) study shows that the market-driven

financial and insurance companies are more committed to
meeting or exceeding their customers’ expectations and as
such, to providing premium service quality for their cus-
tomers. Similarly, Gounaris et al. (2003) stated that in the
banking sector the market-oriented service firm is capable
of understanding and meeting the needs and desires of its
target markets as far as creating added value for its cus-
tomers and therefore, generating marked improvements
in customer perception of service quality. An empirical in-
vestigation of the relationship between market orientation,
service quality and business performance in retail stock
brokerage firms in Taiwan was provided by Voon (2006),
who empirically tested and validated a service-driven mar-
ket orientation tool and generally supported the assertion
that a higher degree of market orientation correlates with
improved delivery of services. Thus far, it has been argued
that strong market-oriented service providers are more
likely to meet or exceed their customer needs and expec-
tations with the provision of superior quality services.
Lam et al. (2012) investigated the relationship between
market orientation and service quality from a developing
economy perspective and reported that market orientation
is significantly related to service quality.
P21: Market orientation is related to service quality.
Studies have found a link between corporate social re-

sponsibility (CSR) initiatives and service quality (SQ). Body
Shop has been used as an illustration. Its use of natural in-
gredients and environmentally friendly practices has had
positive associations with consumer perceptions of its prod-
ucts (see Poolthong and Mandhachitara 2009). Sen and
Bhattacharya (2001) found that consumers are sensitive to
the implications of CSR activities as well as to the com-
pany’s ability to exceed expectations. Garcia de los Sal-
mones et al. (2005), for example, found that consumers’
perception of CSR behaviour can have direct consequences
for their assessment of the service and SQ. Furthermore,
the levels of engagement in certain CSR activities in which
customers expect their service providers to become en-
gaged are proposed to influence SQ.
P22: Corporate social responsibility is related to service

quality.
This conceptualisation assumed that the integration of

MO and CSR should result in quality service delivery,
which influences the overall efficiency of service firms’
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operations, and hence business performance. Conse-
quently, the integration of MO and CSR on framework
must lead to service quality delivery. Thus translate into
superior service quality performance relative to the com-
petition (Narver and Slater 1990; Maignan et al. 1999;
Qu 2009; Pirithiviraj and Kajendra 2010; Brik et al. 2011;
Arshad et al. 2012). The integration of MO and CSR as
a competitive strategic tool is key to this study. An
emerging logic in marketing is that multiple approaches
to strategy from both social and economic perspective is
key to guarantee a certain level of business performance
(Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention has been drawn to
the fact that market orientation needs to be incorporated
as a bundle into other strategic actions to achieve effect-
ive and efficient performance (Cano et al. 2004; Qu
2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011; Mahmoud 2016).
Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the incorporation of
macro marketing variables such as corporate social re-
sponsibility, ecological and environmental issues as add-
itional variables into future market orientation studies.
Accordingly, we argue in this study that:
P23: Integration of MO and CSR is related to service

quality.

MO, CSR and profitability
From conceptual and empirical perspectives, market
orientation has been proven to relate positively to firm
profitability. Narver and Slater (1990) discovered that
market orientation is an important determinant of prof-
itability for both commodity and non-commodity busi-
nesses. Businesses with high market orientation tend to
enjoy higher profitability than less market-oriented busi-
nesses. Slater and Narver (2000) found that market
orientation is positively related to business profitability,
measured by return on investment (ROI). Profitability is
argued to be a consequence of market orientation (Kohli
and Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990). Kohli and
Jaworski (1990), in a field interview, discovered that
profitability is a consequence of a market orientation ra-
ther than a part of it. Accordingly, we propose that:
P24: Market orientation is related to profitability.
Theoretically, it is argued that CSR has significant im-

plications for a firm’s financial performance (Lee 2008;
Wang, Choi and Li 2008). CSR is vital for competitive
success (Orlitzky et al. 2003). A good name can enhance
business in good times and protect it during a crisis
(Smith 2007). Smith (2007) argues that the prolonged
advantage of corporate social responsibility ensures sus-
tainable economic advantage and should be a long-term
objective of any organisation. Orlitzky et al. (2003), in
discussing the link between corporate social perform-
ance and financial performance, have shown that there
is evidence suggesting that engaging in corporate social
responsibility practices result in an increase in the overall

profitability of firms. Conversely, Aupperle et al. (1985) did
not find any relationship between corporate social responsi-
bility and firm profitability. According to their findings,
varying levels of corporate social responsibility activities did
not correlate with firm performance. Scott (2007) is of the
view that ccorporate profitability is a necessary condition
for corporate responsibility. Similarly, corporate social re-
sponsibility can help companies succeed and increase their
profitability and overall performance (Olowokudejo et al.
2011). Having discussed previous scholarly works on CSR
and organisational performance, the section that follows is
devoted to CSR studies in the service industry, especially
studies in the banking sector.
Vogel (2005) notes that the new world of CSR empha-

sizes the link between CSR and corporate financial suc-
cess. Confirmation for such emphasis, Vogel (2005)
states, are the many works (e.g. Dickson 2004; Laszlo
2003; Scott and Rothman 1992; Waddock et al. 2002)
that promote the ‘responsibility–profitability connection
‘and assert that CSR leads to long-term shareholder
value. He also reports that ‘according to a 2002 survey
by PricewaterhouseCoopers, “70 percent of global chief
executives believe that CSR is vital to their companies’
profitability”’. This evidence suggests that CSR is evolv-
ing into a core business function which is central to the
firm’s overall strategy and vital to its success. Profitability
in this conceptualisation refers to an improvement in a
number of performance variables relative to competitors.
These include total assets, deposits, advances, return-
on-equity, net interest margins, cost-to-income ratio and
asset quality (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Orlitzky et al.
2003; Smith 2007). Profitability in a firm’s assets base is
a positive indication relative to the competitor.
P25: Corporate social responsibility is related to

profitability.
The integration of MO and CSR on profitability is

depicted in the model. The proposition here is that inte-
grating economic and social strategies must result in
profitable operations of firms. The integration of MO
and CSR as a competitive strategic tool is key to this
study. An emerging logic in marketing is that multiple
approaches to strategy from both social and economic
perspective is key to guarantee a certain level of business
performance (Mahmoud 2016). Scholars’ attention has
been drawn to the fact that market orientation needs to
be incorporated as a bundle into other strategic actions
to achieve effective and efficient performance (Cano et
al. 2004; Qu 2009; Brik et al. 2011; Hakala 2011;
Mahmoud 2016). Mitchell et al. (2010) advocated for the
incorporation of macro marketing variables such as cor-
porate social responsibility, ecological and environmen-
tal issues as additional variables into future market
orientation studies. Accordingly, we argue in this study
that:
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P26: Integration of MO and CSR is related to
profitability.

Control variables
Narver and Slater (1990) show that the marketing strat-
egy literature places considerable emphasis on eight situ-
ational variables that may affect business performance.
The control variables are potential variables that are
capable of influencing firm performance, rather than the
identified variables. For instance, technology and organ-
isational size are potential factors that can influence firm
performance, other than MO and CSR. As with other
studies in the strategic marketing literature, these situ-
ational variables are controlled in analyzing the effects of
the interaction of market orientation and corporate so-
cial responsibility on business performance in this con-
ceptualisation. The study posits that apart from the
interactive effects of MO and CSR, there are other vari-
ables that can impact on an organisation’s performance.
The control variables considered in this study are broken
into two main groups: market-related control variables
and firm-level control variables (Narver and Slater
1990). Some of the market-related control variables con-
sidered in this study, as shown in the conceptual frame-
work, are technology, the general economy, competitive
intensity, and market turbulence and buyer power. The
firm-level control variables include ownership, age, assets
and size of the firm. With the components of the concep-
tual framework having been presented and explained
above, the next section provides the discussions and man-
agerial implications of the conceptualised model.

Discussions and implications
Prior researchers have largely not focused on how man-
agement factors, interdepartmental dynamics, and organ-
isational systems impact on MO and CSR simultaneously
(Aguinis and Glavas 2012). Aguinis and Glavas (2012) and
Kuada and Hinson (2012) opined that the investigation
into the predictors or antecedents on corporate social re-
sponsibility is scanty. This calls for scholars in marketing
to research into the factors that can influence MO and
CSR simultaneously in an organisational setting. In this
competitive era firms cannot survive on a single strategy
(Grinstein 2008; Brik et al. 2011; Mitchell et al. 2010;
Blankson et al. 2013; Han et al. 2013). This phenomenon
is encouraging firms to integrate economic and social
strategies in contemporary times in the business environ-
ment. Drawing from resource-based perspectives both
market orientation and corporate social responsibility
have been viewed as corporate resources for business per-
formance (Morgan et al. 2009). In this sense, in an indus-
try where the level of market orientation and corporate
social responsibility are low, firms that are market-
oriented and socially responsible should experience high

business performance than rival firms in such industries
(Qu and Ennew 2007).
Managers’ skills in initiating and implementing market

orientation and corporate social responsibility initiatives
could serve as intangible resources that propel the per-
formance of their organisations. Moreover, if these initia-
tives are valued by the target market, as part of the
conceptualisation theoretical contributions a model of
significant factors determining market orientation and
corporate social responsibility was developed. The
unique feature of this model is the common predictors
of both market orientation and corporate social respon-
sibility in an organisation. This claim needs to be further
interrogated by future researchers. For practitioners,
these findings suggest that organisations ought to view
corporate social responsibility and market orientation as
a complementary strategic choice by managers rather
than as two separate strategies that compete for organ-
isational resources. These findings are particularly im-
portant in the context of a developing economy in
which practitioners might be skeptical in implementing
western theories in their businesses (Osuagwu 2006;
Appiah-Adu 1998). This assertion is based on the as-
sumption that CSR hitherto was regarded as incompat-
ible with market strategies like market orientation
developing economies because of the absence of strong
institutional support for CSR and the presence of weak
and ineffective laws to guard against unethical practices
(Atuguba and Dowuona-Hammond 2008). Foo (2007) is
of the view that CSR activities may put service firms at a
competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis their competitors and
as they might resist its adoption.
Also, implementation of firm market orientation and

corporate social responsibility is a critical issue requiring
much more attention from practitioners (Voola and
O’Cass 2010). Management inaction in integrating eco-
nomic and social strategy into the corporate strategy
could be harmful to the competitiveness of service firms.
Management knowledge about their target market per-
ceptions regarding their economic, social, ethics, philan-
thropic, and environmental performance are important
for firms in the marketplace (Jaworski and Kohli 1993:
Carroll 1991). Inadequate knowledge is detrimental to
firm operations. Corporate reputation is derived from
stakeholders’ perception of firm performance in the eco-
nomic and social strategies they pursue. Affection for
firms’ products and services, as a result of it, is prudent
economic and social strategies which then translate into
more patronage for its services. In terms of social strat-
egy, firms that are perceived to fulfill stakeholders’ de-
mands, for example, paying shareholders dividends,
settling tax obligations to the central government, donat-
ing to the community in terms of their needs are in a
better position of gaining competitive advantage over
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their rivals. Firms that do well economically, socially,
ethically, and legally, are likely to enjoy profits in the
long-run. Conceptually, firms are better of with high
CSR and MO initiatives relative to low MO and CSR. It
is important to note that, the level of economic and so-
cial strategies exhibited by firms will indicate where the
firm will be in terms of these interventions and their re-
lationship to performance (Porter and Kramer 2006; Qu
2009; Brik et al. 2011).

Conclusions and direction for future research
This conceptualisation has contributed to the limited
studies in the scholarly literature on the integration of
market orientation and corporate social responsibility
(Qu 2009; Brik et al. 2011; Mahmoud and Hinson 2012a,
b, Hinson and Mahmoud 2011). The study has concep-
tualised a theoretical link on the integration of MO, CSR
and business performance. This framework could be ap-
plied by firms to enhance their business performance or
competitiveness. The conceptualisation has also sug-
gested predictor variables of corporate social responsibil-
ity similar to that of market orientation. These measures
depart from the use of traditional measures of size, in-
come, origin of firms and external pressure as factors of
engagement in CSR activities (Kuada and Hinson 2012).
This study offers an opportunity for appropriate strategic
marketing development in the several industries and en-
ables managers of these institutions to identify the ap-
propriate blend of market orientation and corporate
responsibility for superior business performance.
Haugland et al. (2007) encouraged researchers to elab-

orate on the role of market orientation and other stra-
tegic orientations. The literature on market orientation
and corporate social responsibility in developing econ-
omies is now growing and therefore this conceptualisa-
tion will aid in building and enhancing the literature on
predictors and integration of market orientation, corpor-
ate social responsibility and organisational performance.-
While this study supports the integration of market
orientation and corporate social responsibility for super-
ior business performance, other strategic variables might
be appropriate than the two constructs proposed in the
framework. This paper provides an opportunity for fu-
ture inquiry into other variables.
Marketing scholars are recommended to explore fur-

ther the integration of MO and CSR in both the private
and public by adopting/adapting the conceptualised and
the hypotheses presented in this study. This will best
help inform policy direction for the businesses economic
and social interventions. Either single-industry or mul-
tiple - industry study could be employed to maximise
the generalisability of the integration of MO and CSR.
The study provides an opportunity for further studies to
consider examining the common factors driving market

orientation and corporate social responsibility simultan-
eously in different industry settings. Changes in the mar-
ket characteristics, our understanding of competitive
behaviour and advances in management theory and
conceptualization development can limit the applicabil-
ity of the proposed conceptualization and hypotheses
(Darroch, et. al 2004). Despite these shortcomings, it is
the conviction of the researchers that the conceptualisa-
tion puts forward will stimulate a conversation among
marketing scholars about the potential hazards of strat-
egy myopia and the benefits of strategy integration for
the marketing discipline (Davis et al. 2013).
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