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Apesar do nimero de publicagdes especificas sobre Orientacdo para Aprendizagem e para Mercado, ndo hd consenso
sobre a relacdo entre estes construtos e Inovagao (IN). Neste sentido, este estudo investiga o impacto da Orientacdo para
Aprendizagem e para Mercado na Habilidade de Desenvolvimento de Novos Produtos (HDNP) em contextos de alta e
baixa orientacdo para Inovacao. A populagdo alvo foi um grupo de empresas brasileiras com mais de 30 empregados.
Os dados foram analisados através de uma andlise de regressdo hierdrquica. Os resultados indicam um impacto signifi-
cativo e negativo da interacdo Orientacao para Mercado x Capacidade de Inovacdo na HDNP. J4 a interacdo Orientacdo
para Aprendizado x Capacidade de Inovagao apresentou um efeito significativo e positivo sobre HDNP. Portanto, em
ambientes de negdcios com alto nivel Inovacdo, a Orientacdo para Aprendizagem excede a importincia da Orientagdo
para Mercado no desenvolvimento de novos produtos. Quando o nivel de Inovacido das empresas € baixa, porém, a
HDNP tende a tirar proveito da Orientag@o para Mercado, em vez de Orientacdo para Aprendizagem.

Palavras-chave: Orientacao para Mercado; Orientacdo para Aprendizagem; Desenvolvimento de Novos Produtos.

Despite the number of specific publications on Learning and Market Orientation, there is no consensus on the rela-
tionship between these constructs and Innovation. In this sense, this study investigates the impact of Learning and
Market Orientation in the firm’s New Product Development Ability (NPDA) in high and low innovativeness contexts.
The target population was a group of Brazilian firms with more than 30 employees. The data was analysed through a
hierarchical regression analysis. The results indicate a significant and negative impact of Market Orientation x Inno-
vativeness interaction in the NPDA capacity. On the other hand, Learning Orientation x Innovativeness interaction
presented a significant and positive effect on NPDA. Thus, Learning Orientation exceeds the importance of Market
Orientation in the development of new products in business environments with high Innovativeness level. When the
firms’ Innovativeness level is low, however, the NPDA capacity tends to take advantage from Market Orientation rather
than Learning Orientation.

Keywords: Market Orientation; Learning Orientation; New Product Development.

1 Introduction
(Lafferty and Hult, 2001). In Brazil, Perin and Sampaio

According to original studies of Narver and Slater have investigated this issue extensively (see Vieira,
(1990) and Kohli and Jaworski (1990), research on 2010). Most studies indicate that Market Orientation has
market orientation and its relationship with business been pointed as positively correlated with performance
performance has been a quite productive field of study (Hunt and Morgan, 1995) and innovation (Theoharakis

within the scope of marketing literature worldwide and Hooley, 2008).
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Several empirical studies investigate the impact of lear-
ning orientation and Market Orientation on innovation
(Slater and Narver, 1995; Hurley and Hult, 1998; Baker
and Sinkula, 1999; Farrell, 2000; Lukas and Ferrel,
2000; Slater and Narver, 2000; Baker and Sinkula,
2007), aiming at understanding how firms maintain sus-
tainable competitive advantages in their target markets.

Interestingly, some authors agree that Market Orienta-
tion is necessary but not enough to maintain competitive
advantages in the long run (Slater and Narver, 1995;
Dickson, 1996; Lukas and Ferrell, 2000). Day (1994)
sustains that the ability to engage in organizational
learning process must follow Market Orientation to
assure sustainable competitive advantages to the firm.
Learning Orientation and Market Orientation could
therefore possibly increase the firm’s new product deve-
lopment ability (i.e., to increase the “ability of the orga-
nization to adopt or implement new ideas, processes,
or products successfully”) (Hurley and Hult, 1998:44).

In spite of the relationships among Market Orientation
and Learning Orientation with business performance,
there are indicatives that these effects can be mode-
rated by other constructs (Hooley et al., 2001), as the
level of innovativeness (Augusto and Coelho, 2009;
Menguc and Auh, 2006), for instance. The empiric
impact of such marketing resources, however, are still
incipient (Hooley, Greenley, Cadogan, and Fahy, 2005),
especially in emerging markets (Iyer, Laplaca and Shar-
ma, 2006).

Previous studies indicate that Market Orientation
and Learning Orientation are key antecedents of the
new product development success, although some
controversial results suggest potential moderators and
mediators of those relationships (e.g., Lukas and Fer-
rell, 2000, Mavondo, Chimhanzi and Stewart, 2005;
Wei and Atuahene-Gima, 2009), emphasising the lack
of empirical corroboration of the relationship among
Market Orientation, Learning Orientation and New
Product development Ability in distinct Innovativeness
contexts (Augusto and Coelho, 2009; Menguc and Auh,
2006), particularly in developing countries (Rhee, Park
and Lee, 2010). In this sense, this study investigates the
impact of Learning Orientation and Market Orientation
in the firm’s New Product development Ability in high
and low Innovativeness contexts in Brazil.

2 Background and conceptual
model

Market Orientation has been posed as a central theme
in Strategy and Marketing areas (Lafferty and Hult,
2001). Permanent changes in the competitive environ-
ment provide the basis for a priority status to be given

to the market in contemporary businesses (Neill and
Rose, 2006), especially regarding the impact of Market
Orientation on companies’ innovation (Menguc, and
Auh, 2006). Nevertheless, distinct forms of Market
Orientation based on different emphases on several
dimensions of that construct have been left unaddressed
by academic studies.

Baker and Sinkula (2005) postulate that the success
of new products is directly influenced by the Market
Orientation level of the firm. This concept is consistent
with other formulations (Atuahene-Gima, 1996; Han,
Kim and Srivastava, 1998) and supported by previous
studies (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). Market-oriented
companies are more prone to develop new products that
can offer distinguished benefits to the consumer, as well
as superior quality in relation to competitors’ products
(Jaworsky and Kohli, 1993).

According to Hooley et al. (2005), Market Orientation
increasing also enables the development of relationships
with customers (Day, 1994) and increases the ability to
develop and launch new products and services. Such
ability is known as New Product Development Ability
(Slater and Narver, 1995; Han et al., 1998).

Considering that market-oriented firms are more quali-
fied to identify and assist consumers’ latent needs, they
have larger probability to be the first in the market with
a new generation of existing products and services
(Narver and Slater, 1990; Baker and Sinkula, 2005).

A successful innovation, as mentioned above, requires
the development of abilities and resources in a singular
way (Hooley et al., 2005) by extrapolating the stock of
existent market knowledge. In line with this discus-
sion, a consistent theoretical body investigates whether
Market Orientation facilitates or obstructs the success
of New Product Development Ability (e.g., Lukas and
Ferrell, 2000; Gotteland and Boule, 2006). Therefore,
we hypothesise that:

H1 - Market Orientation has a positive impact on the
New Product development Ability

Christensen and Bower (1996) and Chandy and Tellis
(2000) sustain that Market Orientation limits firms
to customer-led incremental innovation activities,
particularly in contexts of low level of Innovativeness
(Baker and Sinkula, 2005). This stream reinforces
the interference of mediators and moderators in the
relationship between Market Orientation and innova-
tion issues (Mavondo, Chimhanzi and Stewart, 2005;
Wei and Atuahene-Gima, 2009). Hence, in spite of the
theoretical background suggesting that there is a positive
interaction between Market Orientation and Innova-
tiveness on firm performance, this article is aligned with
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a theoretical view where Market Orientation is believed
to be important but not enough to modify the current
mental models and to promote the innovation based on
new paradigms besides those already identified in the
environment (Woodside, 2004; Atuahene-Gima, 2005;
Neill and Rose, 2006). In that way, Market Orientation
has an essential role in more stable environments and
in low Innovativeness contexts since it allows firms to
identify, disseminate and answer market demands. Fur-
ther, Market Orientation would not be enough to break
with traditional models and to stimulate radical innova-
tion in more turbulent environments characterized by
high Innovativeness (Baker and Sinkula, 2005; Baker
and Sinkula, 2007). Thereafter:

H2 - The impact of Market Orientation on the New
Product development Ability is negatively moderated
by the Innovativeness level.

Acknowledging the growing popularity of organiza-
tional learning within firms, there is little consensus
in terms of its definition, operation and methodology
(Rebelo and Gomes, 2008). This lack of convergence is
partially due to the fact that distinct investigators have
applied the concept or terminology of learning within
the firm to multiple fields (Crossan, Lane and White,
1999). Hence, several authors in the Marketing area
have agreed that organizations must engage themselves
in organizational learning processes to reach long-term
competitive advantage by encouraging Innovativeness,
particularly within dynamic and competitive environ-
ments (e.g., Atuahene-Gima, Slater, and Olson, 2005;
Baker and Sinkula, 2005; Baker and Sinkula, 2007;
Rhee et al., 2010), suggesting that Learning Orienta-
tion is directly associated to New Product Development
Ability (Calantone, Cavusgil, and Zhao, 2002; Hult,
Hurley, and Knight, 2004). Consequently:

H3 - Learning Orientation has a positive impact on
the New Product development Ability.

In this sense, Learning Orientation has been recognized
as strongly associated to Innovativeness (Rhee et al.,
2010). According to Baker and Sinkula (1999: 413),
Learning Orientation is “a set of values that influence
the degree to which a firm is satisfied with its theories in
use”. Therefore, companies with a high level of Learn-
ing Orientation encourage or even demand from staff a
permanent challenge that guides their market informa-
tion processing and organizational actions (Hult et al.,
2004). Thus, Learning Orientation directly affects the
ability to challenge old assertions or “truths” about the
market and indicates how the company should be orga-
nized to promote innovation based on new paradigms
(Baker and Sinkula, 2007).

Mavondo, Chimhanzi and Stewart (2005) also associate
Learning Orientation to performance and indicate that

firms with high levels of Learning Orientation outper-
form their rivals, particularly in turbulent, intensely
competitive environments characterized by high Inno-
vativeness contexts (McGuinness and Morgan 2005).
Such outcome can be explained by a higher capacity
on understanding and effectively satisfying their needs
through new products and ways of doing business (Sla-
ter and Narver, 1995). However, the distinctive effects
of Learning Orientation are not expected to be apparent
in low Innovativeness contexts (Baker and Sinkula,
2007; Rhee et al., 2010). The main contribution of
Learning Orientation to the New Product development
Ability is changing theories-in-use, mental models and
dominant logics, what leads to radical innovation — a
characteristic not common in low Innovativeness con-
texts (Mavondo et al.,2005). Thus:

H4 - The impact of Learning Orientation on the New
Product development Ability is positively moderated
by the Innovativeness level.

3 Method

3.1 Data collection procedure
and sampling

In the present study, a group of Brazilian firms with
more than 30 employees was defined as target popula-
tion. These firms are located in different regions of the
country. Similarly to other studies on the topic (e.g.
Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Sinkula et al. 1997; Baker
and Sinkula, 2007), our research was designed to cover
a wide range of industries.

The questionnaire was originally written in English and
further translated to Portuguese by a back-translation
procedure (Dillon, Madden, and Firtle, 1994). The
structured questionnaire was sent by mail to Chief
Executive Officers (CEOs) of 3,000 companies from
different industries in Brazil. 285 valid questionnaires
were obtained, yielding a response rate of 9.5 %. This
result represents an acceptable response rate (Menon et
al., 1996) and is considerably higher than the response
rate obtained by other studies conducted in developing
countries (for example, Zou et al., 1997).

In order to control non-response bias, we have tested
for possible differences on early and late received ques-
tionnaires (Armstrong and Overton 1977). The t-test
for early and late respondents across all variables in
the questionnaire indicates no significant differences
between these two groups.

We also paid particular attention to the identification
of the most appropriate person to fill out the question-
naire. To ensure reliability of the gathered data, we have
selected CEOs who had direct responsibility in firms’
decision-making process.
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3.2 Measures

The constructs used in this research were developed
based on existing literature, as in Hooley et al. (2005).
The construct Market Orientation was based on
Narver and Slater’s (1990) proposition and applied
with a 7-point Likert scale. Learning Orientation was
conceptualized according to the definition of Sinkula
et al. (1997) with a 5-point Likert scale. New Product
Development Ability was formed from the proposi-
tions of Hooley, Moller and Broderick (1998) and Day
(1994), using a 5-point Likert scale. Finally, Innovati-
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veness was measured as the firm’s tendency to initiate
new procedures or systems and to engage in more
innovative processes in order to achieve its targets and
objectives (West and Anderson, 2003), using a 5-point
Likert scale. We have also included the environment
conditions (e.g., competition level and technological
changes in the industry) as control variables. Previous
research has shown that these variables have an impact
on New Product Development Ability (Atuahene-Gima,
2005). Both variables were measured with a 5-point
Likert scale. Table 1 depicts the reliability and validity
of the measures.

Table 1 — Reliability and validity of measures

Inter-constructs correlations

Item AVE CR a 1 2 3 4
1. Market Orientation 0.43 0.85 0.85 0.66
2. Learning Orientation 0.54 0.82 0.81 0.45%* 0.73
3. New Product development 5/ 76 (77 0.24%* 035+ 0.73
Ability
4. Innovativeness 0.71 0.91 0.91 0.31%* 0.43%* 0.41%* 0.84

Note: Diagonal elements (in bold) are the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE).

For testing for convergent validity, a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) on the measurement model was
conducted. The model fit indices were considered highly
acceptable (X2 =327.218, df = 145, X?*/df = 2.257,

% p<0.01

RMSEA = 0.067, SRMR = 0.062, TLI = 0.915, and
CFI = 0.928).

Table 2 provides the mean, standard deviation, factor
loadings and t-values for all the constructs that were

Table 2 — Mean, standard deviation, factor loadings and t-values

Item Mean S.D Loading t value
Market Orientation
Our objectives and strategies are driven by the creation of customer satisfaction 5.81 1.08 0.65 -
Competitive strategies are based on understanding customer needs 5.56 1.20 0.81 10.96
Business functions are integrated to serve market needs 5.46 1.15 0.73 10.21
Business strategies are driven by increasing value for customers 5.41 1.22 0.66 9.44
Customer satisfaction is systematically and frequently assessed 5.45 1.47 0.56 8.14
Close attention is given to after sales service 5.17 1.62 0.54 7.90
Top management regularly discuss competitors’ strengths and weaknesses 5.00 1.50 0.55 8.05
Our managers understand how employees can contribute to value for customers 5.32 1.35 0.67 9.51
Learning Orientation
Managers agree that our company’s ability to learn is the key to competitive 411 084 061 .
advantage
Employee training and learning is seen as an investment rather than an expense 4.27 0.83 0.77 9.89
The underlying values of our company include learning as a key to improvement 4.28 0.80 0.87 10.48
Our staff realise that our perceptions qf the marketplace must be continually 360 0.94 0.66 3.90
questioned
New Product Development Ability
Effective new product/service development processes 345 0.86 0.75 -
Ability to launch successful new products 3.47 1.01 0.78 10.70
We actively develop new products and services to lead the market 3.74 1.02 0.68 9.91
Innovativeness
(We are more innovative than our competitors in...)
... deciding what methods to use in achieving our targets and objectives 3.86 0.86 0.86 -
... initiating new procedures or systems 3.83 0.87 0.87 18.93
... developing new ways of achieving our targets and objectives 3.83 0.84 0.89 19.63
... initiating changes in the job contents and work methods of our staff 3.71 0.86 0.73 14.29

Note: All factor loadings are significant at p < 0.001.
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investigated. The loadings of all items on each construct
were found highly significant (p<0.001) and exceeded
the threshold value of 0.4 suggested by Hulland (1999).
The high Alpha coefficients, average extracted variance
and construct reliability scores for each construct were
supportive of unidimensionality. Factor loadings,
t-values, and composite reliability expressed high levels
of item and convergent validity. To assess discriminant
validity, we contrasted the correlation of each pair of
factors with the squared root variance extracted from
each factor (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). In each case,
the average variance exceeded the squared correlation,
what supported discriminant validity. Thus, we found
evidence of unidimensionality, convergent validity,
discriminant validity, and measurement invariance on
the measurement model. All constructs were averaged
for subsequent tests.

4 Results

We tested the hypothesised relationships by using hie-
rarchical regression analysis. The interaction terms were
created by using mean centred independent variables to
reduce multicollinearity (Aiken and West, 1991). The
results are reported in Table 3.

Model 1 depicts the control and the main effects. Model
2 includes the interaction terms Market Orientation x
Innovativeness and Learning Orientation x Innova-
tiveness. The second model explained 23.7% of the
dependent variable — New Product development Ability
and added 2.4% to its explained variance (AR2=0.024,

F=4.343, df=2, p=0.014). Model 2 also exposed a signi-
ficant impact of Market Orientation on New Product
development Ability (B=0.154, p<0.05) and a signifi-
cant impact of Learning Orientation on New Product
development Ability (B=0.171, p<0.05). Both results
offer support for H1 and H3.

Interaction terms also presented significant coefficients.
Market Orientation x Innovativeness showed a negative
impact on New Product development Ability (3=-0.122,
p<0.05), while Learning Orientation x Innovativeness
exposed a positive effect on New Product development
Ability (B=0.187, p<0.01). That supports H2 and H4,
respectively. Hence, among the firms with low levels of
Innovativeness, there was a stronger influence of Mar-
ket Orientation on New Product development Ability.
Among the firms with high levels of Innovativeness,
there was a stronger influence of Learning Orientation
on New Product development Ability. We also verified
the impact of Market Orientation and Learning Orienta-
tion on New Product development Ability for groups
of firms with low and high levels of Innovativeness
separately. For that matter, we divided the sample
using the median of Innovativeness — cell sizes for the
subgroups were 135 (low Innovativeness) and 150 (high
Innovativeness) — and then estimated the regression coe-
fficient of Learning Orientation and Market Orientation
on New Product Development Ability (control variables
were also included). In the low Innovativeness group,
the effect of Market Orientation on MPDA was positive
and significant (8=0.349, p<0.01), while the impact of
Learning Orientation on New Product Development
Ability was not significant (=0.019, p>0.05). On the

Table 3 — Path coefficients of the structural model

Path Model 1 Model 2
STD t value STD t value
Coefficient Coefficient
Main Effects
H1: Market Orientation — New Product development Ability 0.151%* 2.367 0.154%* 2435
H3: Learning Orientation — New Product development Ability 0.131%* 1.961 0.171%* 2.488
.................... I PF?Y?F?Y?F}??,??HNGW Product development Ability 0.301 ** 5.095 } 0.300"‘5%< 5.097
Moderating Effects
H2: Market Orlentatlzzv); f:;lr?l\éittl\:élgisy—) New Product 0.122% -1.963
H4: Learning Orientation x Innovativept‘tss — New Product 0,187+ 5 886
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" development Ability
Control Variables
Competition for sales is intense -0.001 -0.021 -0.008 -0.146
............................. ngkh‘pﬂok‘l’gg'i‘gal change in this industry —0.03"9" ""—0.717 } —0.059 -1.042
R? Change 0.213** 0.024%*
F Value 15.053 4.343
R? 0.213%* 0.237*
F Value 15.053 12.251

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01
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other hand, Market Orientation yielded no significant
impact on New Product development Ability (=0.018,
p>0.05) and Learning Orientation presented a strong
effect on New Product development Ability ($=0.308,
p<0.01) in the group with high Innovativeness firms.
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Figure 1 depicts the relationship between Market Orien-
tation and New Product development Ability, besides
the relationship between Learning Orientation and New
Product development Ability, both with the moderating
action of innovation.

5.00 =

£z Innovativeness High -
E 400 - ’,
£ -
o
E
a
2
@
2 300 Innovativeness Low
[=]
g y
3 —
3 —
i
o
2 200
2 200
=
1,00
T T T T T
1.00 2,00 3.00 400 500

Learning Orientation

Figure 1 — Graphical Presentations of the Interactions

5 Conclusions and managerial
implications

The marketing literature has dealt with organizational
learning closely linked to the Market Orientation cons-
truct (Day, 1994; Sinkula, 1994; Slater and Narver,
1995; Dickson, 1996; Sinkula, Baker and Noordewier,
1997; Hurley and Hult, 1998; Baker and Sinkula,
1999). Slater and Narver (1995:67) state that “mar-
ket orientation is by heritage a learning orientation”.
Dickson (1996) argues that only learning enables firms
to maintain a competitive advantage in the long term
through continuous processing of market information
at a speed greater than that of competitors. Baker and
Sinkula (1999) argue that there is a synergy effect of
Learning Orientation and Market Orientation on busi-
ness performance. To Hurley and Hult (1998) there is a
relationship between Learning Orientation and Market
Orientation and those with innovation. Farrell (2000)
discusses the development of the learning organization
oriented towards the market.

From a Market Orientation perspective, the theoretical
framework of organizational learning can be seen as an
important source of concepts for its implementation,
especially considering the ability to learn faster than
competitors as the only sustainable competitive advan-
tage (Wei and Atuahene-Gima, 2009). In the context of
Market Orientation, Learning Orientation is valuable
to the organization, since it encourages the focus on

understanding and meeting customer’s needs (not only
the expressed but also the latent) through new product
offerings and services. Hence, Learning Orientation
promotes new ways of working in the business (Baker
and Sinkula, 2007). This condition leads the firm to
better outcomes such as the success of new products,
customer retention, superior growth and profitability
(Rhee et al., 2010).

The marketing literature suggests commonalities and
differences on how constructs affect Learning Orien-
tation and Market Orientation in relation to the ability
to successfully develop new products. The findings
in this study reinforce some of these similarities and
differences. In terms of similarity, there is a significant
volume of theory suggesting that the constructs of
Learning Orientation and Market Orientation focus on
how to acquire knowledge about the market and use
it to achieve higher levels of performance (Baker and
Sinkula, 2005 and 2007), supporting the importance of
constructs to the success of new products (Atuaheme-
Gima, 1996; Lukas and Ferrel, 2000; Farrell, 2000;
Rhee et al., 2010). Support for hypotheses HI and H3 in
this study are aligned with this theoretical view. Hence,
companies aimed at developing new products need to
have market-oriented behaviours in order to generate,
disseminate and respond to market information (Kohli
and Jaworski, 1990). It facilitates the connection with
current and potential customers and helps unders-
tanding the competitive dynamics of the market, a basic
requirement when launching new products. Similarly,
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companies engaged in processes of organizational
learning usually develop a culture of understanding
and discussing the up-to-date theories. Organizational
members are therefore constantly encouraged to discuss
and challenge the norms that guide the processing, the
use of market information and the actions of the firm,
which lately encourages innovation.

In terms of differences, several studies indicate that the
importance of Learning Orientation and Market Orienta-
tion for new products success is somehow dependent
and moderated by factors such as competitive intensity
and market turbulence, but also by the Innovativeness
context (Lukas and Ferrell, 2000; Mavondo et al., 2005;
Menguc and Auh, 2006; Wei and Atuahene-Gima, 2009;
Augusto and Coelho, 2009). Aligned with these authors,
our hypotheses H2 and H4 help to understand different
contexts that would encourage one or another construct
(i.e., either Market Orientation or Learning Orientation)
in the New Product development Ability. While Market
Orientation emphasises knowledge on actual markets,
Learning Orientation promotes a wider knowledge (i.e.,
not only based on the market). Learning Orientation also
promotes “generative learning”’, whilst Market Orienta-
tion provides “adaptive learning” (Baker and Sinkula,
2007). Thus, the focus of knowledge acquisition of
Market Orientation is based on the market, especially on
customers and competitors, while Learning Orientation
sources are internally and externally broader.

Further, as depicted in hypothesis H2, a deep knowledge
about the market as well as responses aligned with the
scope of competitive intelligence is absolutely neces-
sary for the New Product development Ability in low
Innovativeness environments. However, in line with
our hypothesis H4, in environments where the Innova-
tiveness is high (and innovations tend to occur in a
radical way) it is necessary a certain knowledge and
culture promoted by Learning Orientation, extrapolating
current and latent market knowledge. A new organi-
zational attitude is therefore required, stimulating the
development of new skills and driving the firm beyond
traditional ways of competition.

Finally, a possible explanation for these results were
pointed out by Augusto and Coelho (2009:98): “a firmo-
riented towards innovation values change, and encou-
rages risk-taking and creativity, making employees feel
[...] more likely to be open-minded and think outside the
box, generating breakthrough rather than incremental
concepts”. Hence, firms with a high level of Innovative-
ness tend to reinforce Learning Orientation in the New
Product development Ability process and focus on radi-
cal innovation (Sivadas and Dwyer, 2000). In contrast,
firms with low level of Innovativeness will prioritize
incremental innovations (Baker and Sinkula, 2007)
and will drive their New Product Development Ability

process towards Market Orientation (Christensen and
Bower, 1996; Lukas and Ferrell, 2000).
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