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Abstract 

This study looks at the role of champions in the early stages of the product development process, 

when employees try to secure initial funding for project proposals. Project proposals that fail to 

receive funding never become part of the firm’s project pipeline, hence it is critical to understand 

the champion’s role early on. Existing research on corporate champions is mostly focused on the 

later stages of the new product development process and has generally identified corporate 

champions as key to projects likely to face organizational resistance. However, several recent 

studies suggest that champions may prefer projects less likely to face organizational resistance. 

Using data from project proposals of executive MBA students across 78 large organizations, we 

find that champion support for the team is weaker for project proposals likely to evoke resistance 

and that such lower champion support further reduces the likelihood of high-resistance early-

stage proposals to receive initial funding.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

4 
 

Champions are individuals who informally emerge and use their influence to promote the 

progress of new projects that they support (Achilladelis, Jervis, & Robertson, 1971; Howell & 

Shea, 2001). Researchers recognize champions as particularly critical to the early stages of the 

New Product Development (NPD) process (Chakrabarti, 1974; Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989; 

Holahan, Sullivan, & Markham, 2014; Howell & Higgins, 1990b; Howell & Shea, 2001; 

Markham, 2000; Markham & Griffin, 1998; Markham, Ward, Aiman-Smith, & Kingon, 2010) 

where proposals still need to receive formal approval and need most protection (Schon, 1963). 

Since the early stages precede the rest of the innovation process, they affect overall innovation 

performance (Bacon et al., 1994) more than any other subsequent stage, making it of utmost 

importance to understand the champion’s role early on. Although the literature recognizes the 

impact champions might have during the early stages of the NPD process (Howell & Shea, 2001; 

Markham, 2000, 2013; Markham & Griffin, 1998; Markham et al., 2010) and the importance of 

champions for project survival (Markham, Green and Basu, 1991), only a few empirical studies 

have focused on the actual role played by champions during the early stages of NPD (Markham 

et al., 2010; Markham, 2013). These studies have identified champions as interdependent actors 

who work to develop and promote new projects and introduce them into the formal NPD 

program (Markham et al., 2010), in turn, increasing the potential of success for new proposals 

(Markham, 2013). 

Given the greater empirical attention to the later stages of the NPD process, we have a 

better understanding of champions’ role at those times. Extant research offers two distinct 

perspectives. In the first case, champions are regarded as “change agents.” They are highlighted 

as functional integrators that bring the various parts of an organization together while bridging 

the gap between innovators at lower levels of the organization with senior management that has 
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the means to support their ideas (Schon, 1963; Shane, Venkataraman and MacMillan, 1995). 

This view treats champions as risk-takers who tend to emerge in circumstances where there is 

organizational resistance (Day, 1994; Markham, 2000), pushing low-level projects towards high-

level acceptance. Champions are considered to be instruments of strategic change (Day, 1994; 

Howell & Higgins, 1990b; Markham, 2000) characterized by their tenacious pursuit of 

innovation, ability to overcome organizational resistance, and persistence in the face of adversity 

(Howell, Shea and Higgins, 2005). To the extent that may be necessary, champions as change 

agents are expected to put their own reputation and career at stake in order to garner the 

resources necessary for ideas likely to face organizational resistance (Schon, 1963; Maidique, 

1980; Leifer, 2000). In the second case, champions are considered to make limited contributions 

to radical ideas by reinforcing the status quo. They are equally, if not more, vested into projects 

with incremental contribution that fit within the organization’s strategic vision (Knight, 1987; 

Markham et al., 1991; Markham and Griffin, 1998; Markham, 1998; Markham and Aiman-

Smith, 2001). In this view, champions are buttresses of the status quo and prefer projects that are 

unlikely to face organizational resistance. 

In sum, while champions as change agents are found to support projects that have 

characteristics associated with high organizational resistance, champions as buttresses of the 

status quo appear to support projects associated with low resistance. Given that the champion’s 

role in early-stage projects is critical (Markham and Griffin, 1998; Markham, 2000; Howell and 

Shea, 2001; Markham et al., 2010; Holahan et al., 2014) and that selection of early-stage 

proposals determines the company’s product pipeline, it is important to research the role of 

early-stage champions. Building on these insights, we investigate the question: Are early-stage 
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champions more supportive of projects that are likely to be resisted by the organization versus 

projects that are unlikely to face corporate resistance? 

Using a unique dataset of 78 projects proposed by working professionals with at least 5 

years of post-baccalaureate work experience who were enrolled in an executive MBA course, we 

find that early-stage champions prefer projects with characteristics that are less likely to lead to 

organizational resistance. Early-stage champions are more likely to support projects in markets 

with low competitive intensity (a project characteristic not likely to elicit resistance) and are less 

likely to support proposals that do not fit with the current strategic orientation (a project 

characteristic likely to evoke resistance). We show that contrary to the more popular view, early-

stage champions serve as catalysts for ideas that are less likely to face organizational resistance, 

making them a force behind the institutionalization of organizational inertia (e.g., Lawrence, 

Winn and Jennings, 2001). 

Our contribution is three-fold. First, it is critical to understand champion’s role in 

supporting early-stage project proposals. Champions come into play much before an organization 

decides to fund a project; and their main contribution may lay in the front end of innovation 

(Markham and Griffin, 1998) where projects are initiated and in need of strong advocates 

(Chakrabarti, 1974; Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989; Howell & Higgins, 1990b; Markham, 

2000; Schon, 1963). Since early-stage proposals that fail to receive funding are likely to be killed 

preliminary, studies focusing on the later stages of the NPD process may be vulnerable to 

survival bias. Second, the literature on innovation champions is unclear whether their most 

important role is as change agents who support projects which are likely to face organizational 

resistance or as buttresses of the status quo who support projects unlikely to face organizational 

resistance. We find that champions decrease the chance to receive funding for projects with 



 

7 
 

characteristics likely to evoke organizational resistance, limiting their transition into the 

company’s formal project pipeline. We also find that champions increase the chance of funding 

for projects with characteristics unlikely to evoke organization resistance, exacerbating the 

effects of organizational inertia. Third, we make two empirical refinements that help us more 

clearly understand the role of champions. Contrary to prior studies, we use initial funding 

amount instead of project success as the dependent variable. This allows us to effectively capture 

the success of early-stage proposals. Also departing from previous studies in the use of a binary 

variable with champions as being either present or absent (Kelley and Lee, 2010), we focus on 

the degree of perceived champion support. This allows us to understand the extent to which 

variations in championing behaviour are likely to affect the outcomes of projects (Markham et 

al., 1991). 

Theoretical Framework 

The role of corporate champions in the product development process 

The research on champions has largely focused on their unique contribution to the 

success of innovation projects. Introducing the concept, Schon (1963: 84) observed that “[w]here 

radical innovation is concerned, the emergence of a champion is required….” Champions are 

viewed as an integral component of the innovation process, expected to take ownership of ideas, 

work closely with innovators, and deploy their extensive understanding and informal networks to 

provide a path of least resistance for the project to move through the organization. In this role, 

champions work through “the sharp division between those in senior management who dispose 

and those, lower in the organization, who propose” (Schon, 1963: 86). From this perspective, 

champions are viewed as advocates of change and instruments to cut through organizational 

inertia (Schon, 1963; Chakrabarti, 1974; Day, 1994; Markham, 2000; Hauschildt and 
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Kirchmann, 2001; Howell et al., 2005). Consequently, the success of an innovative project 

depends on the champion’s ability to overcome corporate resistance (Leifer, 2000; Howell et al., 

2005) by challenging the dominant organizational mindset (e.g., Bettis and Prahalad, 1995; 

Prahalad, 2004) through social and political behaviours (Burgelman, 1984). Champions show 

tenacity in their pursuit of innovation, knock down barriers to the innovation and persist in the 

face of adversity (Howell et al., 2005). In this line of reasoning, the emergence of champions is 

directly related to the degree of resistance within the organization (Day, 1994; Howell & 

Higgins, 1990b; Markham, 2000). Without such resistance, there would be no need for a 

champion. These activities require significant commitment and energy. In order to promote ideas 

that can lead to strategic change, champions are even expected to put their own careers at stake 

(Schon, 1963; Maidique, 1980; Leifer, 2000).  

Despite these findings, several researchers have suggested an alternate perspective. They 

conclude that champions are more often driven by managerial logic and are motivated by 

working toward, and not away from, the strategic vision (Markham and Aiman-Smith, 2001). 

Champions therefore are actually equally or more vested into projects with incremental 

contribution that fit within the organization’s strategic vision (Knight, 1987; Markham et al., 

1991; Markham and Griffin, 1998; Markham, 1998; Markham and Aiman-Smith, 2001) and 

prefer projects that can easily be supported by the organization. Despite their intentions, they are 

unable to value ideas independently of the organization’s strategic framework, and thus operate 

to support the prevailing strategic orientation. Indeed, one of champion’s tasks is to evaluate 

projects with regards to how well they fit with organization’s strategy (Chakrabarti and 

Hauschildt, 1989). Accordingly, champions may not be associated with higher success rates for 

innovative projects (Kim, Min and Cha, 1999) because they ignore or even discourage projects 
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that conflict with the prevailing strategy (Chakrabarti, 1974; Markham and Griffin, 1998) to 

minimize personal risks (Howell & Higgins, 1990b) and to avoid jeopardizing their own career 

(Howell & Shea, 2001). In sum, the literature is ambiguous with regards to the role champions 

play in the innovation process: change agents who support high-resistance projects or those who 

buttress the status quo by supporting low-resistance projects.  

Champions and early-stage proposals 

Researchers recognize the impact champions might have early in the NPD process 

(Howell & Shea, 2001; Markham, 2000; Markham & Griffin, 1998; Markham et al., 2010), a 

stage that has been referred to as the valley of death (Merrifield, 1995; Markham et al., 2010), 

the fuzzy front end, and the front end of innovation (Khurana and Rosenthal, 1997, 1998; Koen 

et al., 2001). Schon (1963) suggested that championing behaviour is key in the early stages of the 

development process because this is where projects need to be approved and need most 

protection (Chakrabarti, 1974; Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989; Howell & Higgins, 1990b; 

Markham, 2000; Schon, 1963). It is during these early stages that the organization determines 

which projects get fed into the NPD phase (Bacon et al., 1994) and have a chance of being 

developed and commercialized. Despite the assumption that champions are critical to early-stage 

proposals and recognition of the importance of the early stages to innovation performance, few 

studies have specifically examined the role of champions during the early stages of the NDP 

process. 

A noteworthy exception is a study by Markham et al. (2010) who looked at the role of 

champions in the development process located between research and NPD. They identified 

champions, sponsors and gatekeepers as major actors who are interdependent and work together 

to do significant development and promotion to introduce projects into the formal process. 
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Markham (2013) later also found that the presence of champions was significantly related to 

front-end success and to a higher percentage of ideas that moved from the front end into a formal 

NPD program, but the study did not distinguish between projects based on their likelihood to 

evoke organizational resistance. Aagaard and Gertsen (2011) looked at radical projects in the 

front-end at 8 companies in the pharmaceutical industry. They found that passionate champions 

carried new ideas and projects through the radical front end of innovation. They proposed that, 

under the right circumstances, empowering, nurturing and developing champions can support a 

radical pharmaceutical front end of innovation and that senior management’s role in a radical 

front end of innovation is to support bottom-up activity (Aagaard and Gertsen, 2011). In sum, 

empirical research to date has not examined if champions vary support for early stage projects 

depending on how likely these projects are to evoke organizational resistance and how their 

degree of support affects organizational support for those projects.  

Hypotheses 

Champion support of early-stage proposals depending on project characteristics 

We argue that the degree of champion support for an early-stage proposal depends on 

characteristics of the proposal that affect the likelihood of organizational resistance (Howell & 

Shea, 2001; Markham, 1998; Markham et al., 1991; Markham & Griffin, 1998). Champions 

often feel that their involvement with innovation entails personal risk and that project failure 

leads to  “personal disappointment, loss of credibility and/or reduced career mobility” (Howell & 

Higgins, 1990a, p. 42). Given the potential personal consequences entailed with championing 

projects that are likely resisted by the organization, such projects are more likely to be framed as 

threats (Gilbert, 2005) with losses more likely from a financial, competitive, reputational, 

strategic, and customer expectations perspective (Howell and Shea, 2001). This threat framing 
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will be even more pronounced for early-stage proposals, because early-stage proposals determine 

the makeup of the company’s pipeline and champions are likely to remain reputationally 

connected to those projects for their entire product development lifecycle. When a project is 

perceived as a threat, championing behaviour may be reduced (Howell and Shea, 2001). 

Proposals with low likelihood to face corporate resistance, on the other hand, are viewed as 

opportunities, increasing championing behaviour (Howell & Shea, 2001). Such proposals 

provide the organization with a continuous stream of new ideas that are relatively easy to execute 

and that are unlikely to invoke organizational inertia, and they also provide champions with a 

symbolic justification for their existence. Thus, in their role as promoters of innovations 

(Chakrabarti and Hauschildt, 1989), champions are more (less) likely to support project teams 

with proposals that are less (more) likely to be resisted by the organization. 

Although champions typically perform a broad assessment on various project 

characteristics, people are likely to rely upon a limited body of information to assess proposals 

(Zacharakis and Meyer, 1998, 2000). We chose two project characteristics that are likely to elicit 

different organizational resistance responses. The first is the degree of competitive intensity. 

Proposals that involve low competitive intensity (Porter, 1985; Slater and Narver, 1994) in the 

market are likely to be framed as opportunities because there is a lower need for the firm to 

convince customers of the superiority of the firm’s offerings and less rivalry means higher profit 

potential (Porter, 1979; Cool and Dierickx, 1993; McNamara, 2000). Therefore, these projects -

everything else equal- are less likely to face organizational resistance. Champions will be more 

likely to perceive these proposals as opportune, which will increase championing behaviour 

(Howell and Shea, 2001). The second project characteristic is strategic distance of the project, 

measured by the need to change the organization’s current strategy and the project’s expected 
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value. In general, champions tend to prefer projects that they feel further the organization’s 

innovation strategy (Markham and Griffin, 1998; Markham and Aiman-Smith, 2001). 

Considering how difficult it is for incumbent firms to move away from current strategy that the 

organization’s senior management team has formulated (Prahalad and Bettis, 1986; Tripsas and 

Gavetti, 2000; Gavetti, 2005), it follows that such projects are likely to face high degrees of 

organizational resistance. Moreover, because financial analysis for early-stage projects is 

oftentimes based on uncertain scenarios or ambiguity, champions can use a strategic rationale to 

try to sell early-stage proposals they support. However, if the new proposal is characterized by 

strategic distance, the proposal will not be able to fit that strategic rationale. This increases the 

level of organizational resistance and hence, the personal risks for the champion who is more 

likely to perceive such a proposal as a threat, leading to a decrease in championing behaviour 

(Howell and Shea, 2001). 

This leads us to hypothesize that:  

Hypothesis 1: At an early stage, champion support is significantly lower for proposals 

that require a new strategic direction than for proposals with low competitive intensity. 

Figure 1 captures our hypotheses by graphically illustrating the relative strength of hypothesized 

relationships. Thus, with H1 arguing that champion support will be lower for proposals that are 

likely to face high corporate resistance (b) than for proposals that are unlikely to face corporate 

resistance (a), we capture our argument as b<a.  

Corporate funding of early-stage proposals depending on project characteristics 

Large organizations and their leadership are less open to ideas that are perceived as 

strategically distant and they often fall into the trap of using innovation as a mechanism to 

accentuate existing competencies (Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000; Gavetti, 2005; Gilbert, 2005). 
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Organizational inertia leads them to focus on opportunities that reflect current perspectives and 

priorities and to deemphasize or ignore other proposals. Although there are exceptional 

companies that have figured out how to overcome inertia through ambidextrous leadership 

(Tushman and Rosenkopf, 1996) or ambidextrous context within which employees operate 

(Birkinshaw and Gibson, 2004), this is not the norm. The prioritization of proposals unlikely to 

evoke organizational resistance is often a cultural artefact that is not formally communicated but 

is only visible in corporate actions. This cultural artefact emerges from the ways in which the 

managerial narrative and day-to-day decisions appear to deviate from each other (Fiss and Zajac, 

2006). This overall tendency is likely to be strengthened in the early stages where proposals are 

especially vulnerable because they are characterized by a high degree of uncertainty. For 

example, more radical proposals can be easily dismissed by using standard financial criteria such 

as net present value that might be inappropriate to evaluate early-stage proposals because they 

have too much uncertainty (Christensen, Kaufman and Shih, 2008). In this context, 

organizational attempts to preserve existing strategic ideals will lead to smaller initial funding for 

proposals with characteristics likely to evoke organizational resistance and higher initial funding 

for proposals that have characteristics unlikely to be associated with organizational resistance. 

This leads us to hypothesize that:  

Hypothesis 2: At an early stage, proposals that require a new strategic direction are 

less likely to receive initial funding than proposals targeting markets with low 

competitive intensity. 

In H2, we argue a lower likelihood of funding for strategically distant proposals (d) versus 

proposals with low competitive intensity (c). In Figure 1, we graphically capture the hypothesis 

as d < c. 
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Influence of champion support on early-stage corporate funding 

Champions are likely to adjust support for project teams based on whether the team’s 

proposal evokes threat or opportunity framing, which in turn will affect the degree of 

championing behaviour to help the project receive necessary initial funding (Howell and Shea, 

2001). This is likely to be especially pronounced for early-stage proposals for two reasons: 1) the 

uncertainty typical of early-stage proposals facilitates threat or opportunity framing, depending 

on the perceived riskiness by the champion, and 2) the fact that early-stage proposals determine 

the company’s future product pipeline and will require championing behaviour for the entire 

NPD lifecycle, connects the champion reputationally to those projects. Hence, champions’ 

support for early-stage proposals is likely to change depending on whether the proposal is 

perceived to be vulnerable to corporate resistance. This has two major implications.  

First, champions will increase support for project proposals with low competitive 

intensity which are less likely to face organization resistance, as these proposals are likely to 

evoke opportunity framing (Howell and Shea, 2001). In this role, champions reflect the 

prevailing priorities of the organization when evaluating ideas and choosing proposals to 

promote. This increase in championing behaviour will lead to higher initial funding amounts. 

Similarly, champions will decrease support for project proposals that require departure from the 

strategic status quo and are likely to give rise to corporate resistance, since these proposals evoke 

threat framing. This reduces championing behaviour in defence of such a project (Howell and 

Shea, 2001), which in turn will limit the initial funding for the project or will lead the project to 

not receive any funding. Thus, we hypothesize that champion support serves as a mediating 

mechanism for the relationship between project characteristics and corporate initial funding.  
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Second, we expect this mediation effect to be weaker for proposals that are more likely to 

face organizational resistance because strategically distant projects for which resource 

requirements are high tend to result in less autonomy for the champion (Kelley and Lee, 2010) 

and increase the organization’s routine rigidity (Gilbert, 2005), making champion behaviour less 

effective (McGrath, 2001). Hence, any effect of championing behaviour will be less effective 

due to increased managerial control and reduced autonomy. This leads us to hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 3: At an early stage, the relationship between proposal characteristics and 

initial funding amount is mediated by champion support. Specifically: 

a: Proposals unlikely to face corporate resistance will receive higher initial 

funding due to stronger champion support and proposals likely to face 

corporate resistance will receive lower initial funding due to weaker champion 

support. 

b: The mediating effect of champion support is weaker for proposals that are 

likely to face high corporate resistance. 

H3a proposes that champion support enhances the likelihood of funding for proposals with low 

competitive intensity and decreases it for strategically distant proposals. Therefore, path “a–e” 

which relates low competitive intensity with funding amount through champion support should 

be stronger than the direct path c, indicated as “a–e > c” in Fig. 1. Path “b–f” which relates 

strategic distance with funding amount through champion support should be weaker than the 

direct path d, indicated as “b–f < d” in Fig. 1. H3b argues that the mediating effect of champion 

support is weaker for proposals that are likely to face high corporate resistance. In Fig. 1, 

therefore, path “b–f” should be weaker than path “a–e.” 

Methods 
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Study setting and procedures 

For practical purposes, we used a non-random sampling method. Our study involved 

Executive MBA students enrolled in a course on corporate entrepreneurship. All students were 

working professionals employed full-time in corporations across major industries in the Middle 

States of the northeast of the United States. In order to be accepted into the Executive MBA 

program, students needed a minimum of 5 years post-baccalaureate industry experience. In the 

course, students learned about key success factors for new projects that corporate entrepreneurs 

can influence and the organizational and cultural factors affecting the success of new projects.  

Each student had to be part of a student team which would propose a project within one 

of the team members’ companies. Teams could be composed of team members from one 

company or multiple companies and there were no requirements with regards to team size. The 

project could be either a new product or new service for an internal (e.g., improved 

manufacturing process) or external (e.g., new product) initiative which was not in the company’s 

existing pipeline prior to the course, i.e., the project had to be new to the company. If Intellectual 

Property (IP) was an issue for teams with members from multiple companies, then they either 

had to select a different idea or the team members had to sign Non-Disclosure Agreements 

(NDAs). The major industries in our sample include consumer (21.8%), industrial (25%), and 

services (38.2%). Examples of projects are: fun-shaped plasters targeting kids, incorporation of 

nanotechnology in anti-aging skin-care products, a compact surface freezer to prepare meat logs 

for food processing facilities, implementation of RFID for supply chain management, 

thermoelectric cooling as a cooling solution for microprocessors, conversion of a service centre 

to a multichannel eSupport channel with 24/7 support help, translation software, wireless control 

valves for the process industry, etc. 
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Student teams started off with an idea for a project at the start of the course and presented 

a defined concept with a business plan at the end of the course. Some teams developed a very 

rough prototype, but this was not a requirement. At the end of the course, the teams tried to 

obtain formal approval for their defined concepts with business plans by securing initial funding. 

Hence, the projects in this study were all early-stage projects which were not formally approved 

or rejected by the organization until the end of the semester (Schon, 1963). The students engaged 

in idea selection, opportunity evaluation, and concept definition which are all stages of the front 

end of innovation (Koen et al., 2001). 

All projects required a champion, which was recruited by the team during the first weeks 

of the semester, at the project company. The recruited champion was an employee in the project 

company, but not a member of the team and not enrolled in the course. The champion had no 

relation to the instructor teaching the course, the Executive MBA program, or the institution. 

Students were instructed to find a champion who was well-networked within the organization, 

understood the political climate, and was passionate about the project and willing to help the 

project team. Other than these criteria, student teams were free to choose a champion from any 

department or any level. If the team was unable to recruit a champion who fit the criteria, they 

selected another idea for which they could find a champion. Usually only team members that 

worked at the same company as the project champion had direct contact with the champion. 

Each team was encouraged to obtain initial funding for the proposal at the end of the 14-

week course. Business plans were used to gain support for the proposals because they are 

commonly used to “sell” projects. Students were required to obtain a letter from their champion 

at the end of the semester, which was taken into account during grading. The champion letter had 

to include the following: a statement confirming that the project was not in the company pipeline 
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prior to the course, whether or not the project was funded, and the funding amount. For projects 

that were not approved for funding, the champion was asked to share an evaluation of the 

project, and this evaluation was taken into account for grading purposes. The champion letter 

was the only direct communication between the instructor of the course and the project 

champion. Because the champion played a role in the grades the students received, choosing a 

champion who fit the criteria and was interested in the project was critical. At the end of the 

course, team members were asked to complete a questionnaire that assessed their perception of 

the project’s characteristics, and the degree of champion support. 

The research was designed as a cross-sectional study aggregated at the team level and 

combined the features of a laboratory experiment and a field study. The design allowed us to 

systematically control variables that may influence champion behaviour (e.g., the nature of the 

project and the standardized time teams spent on their proposals) while producing more 

generalizable results than an experiment would. It also enabled us to reduce the intervention 

effect, because the champions were motivated to engage with actual corporate entrepreneurial 

initiatives and were less aware of being studied. 

 

Sample 

We collected data from 253 executive students who participated in the 14-week project 

from 1999 through 2004. These participants formed 78 teams (1-7 people; average = 3.2) that 

developed proposals in 20 large US companies (average number of employees = 50,930). The 

sample includes companies from several industries including Electronics (20%), Technology 

Services (20%), Telecommunications (15%), Pharmaceuticals (15%), Chemicals (15%), 

Consumer Goods (10%), and Business Products and Services (5%).  
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Dependent variable: Initial corporate funding of proposals 

Our dependent variable is the actual amount of initial funding received. By using this 

measure instead of project success, we are able to focus on corporate willingness to support 

internal early-stage proposals and exclude confounding factors including organizational inertia, 

employee turnover or changes in the external environment that might explain the eventual fate of 

a project (Howell and Shea, 2001). The dependent variable was determined through a formal 

letter written by the project champion and sent directly to the instructor, giving us an objective 

measure without recall bias provided by a respondent different from the team members who 

filled out the survey. Using initial funding amount as the dependent variable allowed us to 

distinguish between proposals that received high, low or no funding. Therefore our sample is free 

of survival bias, a limitation many studies on entrepreneurship and innovation suffer from (Day, 

1994). Start-up funding, which was approved for 49 of the 78 projects (63%), ranged from 

$1,500 to $5,000,000. The mean of the funding amount for projects that received funding was 

$380,755. 

Explanatory variables 

Table 1 provides an overview of the items and constructs used in our study. Values for 

the explanatory variables were calculated by averaging item values for individual team members. 

These values were then aggregated to the team level by calculating the mean of the team 

members. In Table 1, we also report values for internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha), 

convergent validity (Average Variance Extracted), intraclass correlations (ICC(1), ICC(2)) and 

within-group rater agreement (Rwg) to support the internal consistency and validity of our 

constructs as well as to justify aggregation. We report Average Variance Extracted (AVE) in 

addition to Cronbach’s alpha because alpha does not measure the amount of variance that is 
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captured by the construct in relation to the amount of variance due to measurement error (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1981). The AVE exceeds the 0.50 threshold for all our variables. We provide ICC(1), 

ICC(2) and rwg values (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) to support that aggregation at the team 

level is appropriate. ICC(1) indicates the amount of variance in a variable attributable to group 

membership, and ICC(2) assesses the internal consistency reliability of the group means (Castro, 

2002). Our analyses indicate that a significant proportion of the variance can be explained by 

membership in a particular team for all variables (p < 0.001). Rwg is a measure of within-group 

rater agreement. Rwg values for our constructs range from .74 to .93. Since the mean exceeds .7 

for all our measures, it is appropriate to aggregate (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). 

Competitive intensity. In order to assess competitive intensity, we adapted six items from 

Porter (1980) measuring market factors that determine the degree of competitive rivalry. After 

factor analysis, five items were included in the final construct.  

Strategic distance. In order to assess strategic distance, we combined two distinct 

considerations: strategic distance and expected value. While strategically distant projects entail 

more uncertainty, they might address needs that are not fulfilled by currently available products, 

deterring competition and therefore increasing the potential for higher return on investment 

(Johnson, Christensen and Kagermann, 2008). We measured strategic distance by the lack of fit 

with the corporation’s long-term strategy and the extent to which a new product is capable of 

doing what was previously not possible. We measured expected value in terms of the likelihood 

of the venture return being at least 10 times the investment within 5-10 years (Siegel, Siegel and 

MacMillan, 1988). We also added an item to measure whether the venture had a high Internal 

Rate of Return. 
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To understand the factor structure of the measures of our independent variables (low 

competitive intensity and strategic distance) and to ensure that they did not load on the same 

factor, we conducted factor analysis for the items using varimax rotation. It led to the 

identification of three factors with all items exhibiting a primary loading of 0.8 or more (see the 

factor loading matrix in appendix A). The factor structure was unaffected when we added the 

items for perceived champion support. Although the items for low competitive intensity all 

loaded on the same factor, the strategic distance and expected value items (used to measure 

strategic distance) loaded separately suggesting two distinct dimensions of strategically distant 

projects. We include both and treat strategic distance as a formative construct (Blalock, 1964; 

Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001; Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000) for which we combine items 

without assumptions with regards to the intercorrelation of the indicators1. We tested the internal 

consistency of each dimension separately. In examining strategic distance, we measured the 

degree of fit of the new product with the corporation’s long-term strategy and the product’s 

ability to solve consumer needs that were not yet addressed by existing products. Coefficient 

alpha (α) is 0.47. Although the reliability of strategic distance is low, the average variance 

extracted is 0.71, which indicates that reliability is not an issue in this study. For expected value, 

we measured the ability of the venture to generate a high return on investment. Coefficient alpha 

(α) is 0.83 and AVE 0.69. The values for the overall strategic distance construct are reported in 

Table 1. 

 Champion support. To measure the team’s perception of champion support, we measured 

the degree to which team members saw the champion as an integral part of the team and we 

                                                            
1 Reflective constructs, the more common way of measuring variables, assume that changes in a latent variable are reflected in 
changes in its indicators, and therefore, all indicators are positively correlated. However, formative constructs do not assume this 
correlation (Bollen and Lennox, 1991; Edwards and Bagozzi, 2000).  
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asked team members about their perception of the champion’s commitment to the team 

(Sundstrom, 1988). Given that actual time spent with the team would be an indication of support, 

we added items to measure champion’s time commitment to evaluating the venture and team 

members’ ability to gain support from the champion time-wise (see Table 1).  

Control variables 

Following previous research on champions, we included seven control variables.  First, 

we controlled for team size, measured as the number of team members, and firm size, 

represented by the number of employees in the focal company (Day, 1994). We controlled for 

the year in which the projects took place to account for changes in the external environment 

(Walter et al., 2011). We also controlled for team reputation, proficiency of the business plan, 

champion embeddedness, and corporate culture. Entrepreneurs with positive reputations are 

likely to receive more funding because reputation provides information about an entrepreneur’s 

ability to implement the venture (Shane and Cable, 2002). To measure team reputation, we 

measured how highly recommended the team came to the champion and how familiar the 

champion already was with the team (Macmillan, Siegel and Narasimha, 1985). Proficiency of 

the business plan has been shown to be a key criterion for funding decisions and NPD success 

(Macmillan et al., 1985; Kirsch, Goldfarb and Gera, 2009). Therefore, we included an item 

measuring the perception of team members with regard to the degree to which the team 

developed a comprehensive business plan.  

We also controlled for champion embeddedness to capture the champion’s willingness to 

support the project versus his or her ability to do so. The champion’s position is often not well 

defined within the organization’s chain of command (Dougherty and Hardy, 1996), so 

champions must be able to get things done outside formal channels. To measure this, we adapted 
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two items from Riggio (1986) measuring the degree to which the champion can get others to do 

what she wants and the freedom of the champion to talk to others about “almost anything.” We 

also added one item asking about the champion’s authority to approve the venture. Finally, 

corporate culture may impact the characteristics of champions and plays a significant 

environmental role in new product success (Lee et al., 2011). Therefore, we included two items 

measuring how supportive the corporate culture is towards innovation including whether or not 

the company sustains and treasures an identity as an innovative company (Zien and Buckler, 

1997) and how significantly senior management supports innovation of new ideas and concept 

(Chander, Keller and Lyon, 2000). 

Results 

Univariate outliers were detected by means of standard deviations (z-scores with absolute 

values higher than 3.29) and multivariate outliers were determined by Mahalanobis Distance 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). We reviewed six univariate outliers and five multivariate outliers. 

We performed analyses with and without the outliers; results were not affected. We report results 

with all cases included here. With the exception of the dependent variable of initial corporate 

funding, responses for all items were self-reported and assessed on a 5-point Likert scale. 

Assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, and linearity were met by our data, and 

multicollinearity was not present. Both Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk values indicated 

normality. Visual inspections of histograms with normal curve and expected and detrended 

normal probability plots (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) of all variables confirmed that there were 

no major violations of the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity in our data. Univariate 

analyses showed that all variables had skewness and kurtosis within the acceptable range 

between -2 and +2 (Lewis-Beck, Bryman and Liao, 2003). The correlation among variables was 
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low to moderate with the highest correlation being 0.49. The values of variance inflation factor 

(VIF) (max = 1.59) and conditioning indices (max = 18. 91) indicated that multicollinearity was 

not a threat (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). In addition, we checked for the potential of common 

method bias using the Harman’s one-factor test (Harman, 1967). It yielded four factors—

competitive intensity, strategic distance, expected value, and champion support—with 

eigenvalues greater than one. The first factor accounted for 35% of the total variance, alleviating 

concerns about common method bias.  

We employed Baron and Kenny (1986)’s four-step method with additional analysis of 

indirect effects to test mediation (Preacher and Kelley, 2011). IBM SPSS statistics version 21 

was used to obtain metrics and run factor analyses and SAS 9.4 was used to run regression 

analyses. The first step is to test the effect of the independent variables on the mediator 

(Hypothesis 1). Since our mediator is a continuous measure, we use Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regression with robust estimator to test the relationship between the independent variables 

and champion support. The second step provides the total effect of the independent variables on 

the dependent variable (Hypothesis 2). Since our dependent variable includes excessive zeros, 

which represented the projects that failed to receive funding, we used Zero-Inflated Negative 

Binomial (ZINB) regression allowing over-dispersion (Wang and Albert, 2012). Finally, the 

third and fourth step involves modelling the dependent variable with both the independent 

variables and the mediator (Hypotheses 3a and 3b). Given the characteristics of the dependent 

variable as discussed above, we use ZINB regression for the third and fourth steps. 

Table 2 presents the correlation matrix and descriptive statistics of the measures. Table 3 

presents the OLS models for champion support. The overall explanatory power of the models 

was high and statistically significant, with R2 values of 0.39, 0.41, 0.42, and 0.44, respectively. 
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Model 1 is a baseline model for which champion support was regressed on the control variables 

of business plan, team reputation, champion embeddedness, corporate culture, team size, firm 

size, and year dummies. Model 2, 3, and 4 are used to test hypothesis 1. In Model 2, competitive 

intensity was positively and significantly associated with champion support (F = 13.92, p < 0.05) 

and in Model 3, strategic distance was negatively and significantly associated with champion 

support (F = 5.79, p < 0.05). When we include both variables in Model 4, the positive and 

significant relationship between competitive intensity and champion support (F = 10.52, p < 

0.05) indicates that champions support projects with low competitive intensity, while the 

marginally negative relationship between strategic distance and champion support (F = 10.52, p 

< 0.10) shows champions support more strategically distant projects less, providing support for 

hypothesis 1. We actually find a negative relationship between strategic distance and support, 

meaning that the higher the strategic distance, the less the champion will support. We also tested 

to see whether the difference in coefficients is statistically significant. The Wald test of the 

differences between the coefficients for proposals characterized by low competitive intensity and 

strategic distance is significant (p<0.05), supporting that champion support is significantly lower 

for early-stage proposals that require a new strategic direction than for early-stage proposals with 

low competitive intensity (H1). 

Table 4 presents the ZINB regression models for corporate funding. Model 5 is a baseline 

model for which funding amount was regressed on the control variables. We then added the 

independent variables. Model 6 shows that low competitive intensity is positively and 

significantly associated with funding amount (p < 0.001). Model 7 demonstrates that strategic 

distance is negatively but not significantly associated with funding amount. When we include 

both main effects in Model 8, we see that low competitive intensity is positively and significantly 
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associated with funding amount, and strategic distance is negatively and marginally significantly 

associated with funding amount. This supports hypothesis 2. Moreover, the Wald test validated a 

significant difference (p<0.05) between the coefficients of low competitive intensity and 

strategic distance, indicating that early-stage proposals that require a new strategic direction are 

less likely to receive initial funding than proposals targeting markets with low competitive 

intensity. 

To test hypothesis 3, we had to complete all four steps of the mediation procedure. 

According to Models 4 and 8 above, competitive intensity is positively and significantly related 

to champion support and funding amount, and strategic distance is negatively and marginally 

significantly associated with champion support and funding amount. In Model 9, the results 

show that the effects of competitive intensity and strategic distance on funding amount 

controlling for champion support, are still statistically significant (p < 0.001; p < 0.001). 

Therefore, we find support for the partial mediation effect posited in H3a, that champion support 

enhances funding for proposals that have low competitive intensity and diminishes funding for 

strategically distant proposals. In addition to Baron & Kenny (1986)’s four-step method 

presented, we conducted further analyses to examine the indirect effects in mediation using a 

product-of-coefficients approach. The mediation effect of champion support for low competitive 

intensity is significant as indicated by a Sobel test (t = -1.90; p < 0.03; one-tailed probability2). 

And the mediation effect of champion support for strategic distance is also significant as 

indicated by the Sobel test (t = 1.63; p < 0.05; one-tailed probability). Therefore, we find 

additional support for the mediation effect posited in H3a, that champion support enhances 

                                                            
2 H3 is a directional one-tailed hypothesis because we only test whether champion support enhances funding for 
proposals that have low competitive intensity and diminishes funding for proposals with high strategic distance. The 
other tail is ignored as irrelevant to the hypothesis.  
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funding for proposals that have low competitive intensity and diminishes funding for 

strategically distant proposals.  

Finally, we want to test whether the mediation effect of champion support is weaker for 

proposals characterized by strategic distance compared to proposals characterized by low 

competitive intensity (H3b). The results based on the Wald test show that champion support 

significantly increases the coefficient of low competitive intensity on funding amount (p < 0.001) 

and significantly decreases the coefficient of strategic distance on funding amount (p < 0.05). 

Including statistically significant predictors leads to better prediction of the dependent variable. 

However, since the Wald-test is less significant for strategic distance than for competitive 

intensity, we conclude that champion support improves prediction less for strategic distance than 

for low competitive intensity. Therefore, our results demonstrate that the mediation effect of 

champion support is weaker for strategically distant proposals compared to proposals 

characterized by low competitive intensity, confirming hypothesis 3b. 

 

Discussion 

Our study indicates that—contrary to the popular depiction of the champion as a 

relentless supporter of high-risk innovation needed when organizational resistance is high —

champions may in fact propagate organizational inertia by filtering out ideas that are perceived 

as likely to evoke organizational resistance. Champions tend to support proposals characterized 

by low competitive intensity but avoid involvement in proposals characterized by strategic 

distance in the early stages of the NPD process. As a result, champions reinforce the 

organization’s tendency to ignore ideas that are too far from the existing strategic orientation—

ideas that are the most vulnerable and highly dependent on a champion’s advocacy (Markham 
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and Griffin, 1998). This finding is especially important because this is the first study that focuses 

on the effect of proposal characteristics on initial funding, as mediated by champion support. If 

champions tend to filter out strategically distant proposals before they receive any formal initial 

funding, then they decrease the innovative potential of the organizations they work for. This 

brings into question the role of the champion, who is generally thought to be an individual who 

overcomes social and political pressures to push innovation through a resistant organization.  

Theoretical implications 

This study provides support for the view of champions as buttresses of the status quo. We 

find that champions tend to disproportionately support teams with proposals that are unlikely to 

evoke organizational resistance, confirming findings by empirical studies that suggest champions 

either do not discriminate between projects based on perceived likelihood to evoke 

organizational resistance or prefer projects that maintain the organization’s current strategy 

(Knight, 1987; Markham et al., 1991; Markham and Griffin, 1998; Markham, 1998; Howell and 

Shea, 2001; Markham and Aiman-Smith, 2001). By looking specifically at the early stages of the 

innovation process, we confirm and extend this finding to the early stages of the innovation 

process.  

Our findings suggest a more nuanced view of the champion role, which allows for a 

range of involvement from “little more than stimulating awareness of the opportunity to extreme 

cases where the champion tries to force a project past the strongly entrenched internal resistance 

of company policy or that of objecting parties.” (Belliveau et al., 2002, p. 434) There might be 

different types of champions, for instance, those who are capable of supporting strategically 

distant projects and those—the majority—who are beneficial to the organization through their 
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support for low-resistance projects that could help projects move along faster (Venkataraman, 

MacMillan and McGrath, 1990), freeing resources to be dedicated to other projects. 

Managerial implications 

New ideas are necessary for companies to ensure continued relevance in the competitive 

field. Therefore, it is incumbent for organizations to try to balance investment in what they know 

best with investment in what they might need to know in the future. However, such a balancing 

act is extremely difficult to execute (Tushman and Anderson, 1986; Henderson and Clark, 1990; 

Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000; Christensen and Raynor, 2003; Gilbert, 2006). Champions are 

typically viewed as one solution to this dilemma. As Walter et al.'s review (2011) of descriptions 

of championing behaviour illustrates, almost all studies view the pursuit of innovative ideas as a 

critical champion behaviour. However, our study suggests that champions themselves are 

vulnerable to the imperatives of the organization’s current approach. Managers should therefore 

not overly rely on champions to support projects that the organization needs, but resists. Rather, 

managers should institute ways to protect such projects from the day-to-day pressures the 

organization faces. 

Limitations 

The limitations associated with the present study indicate areas for possible future 

research directions. Our sample does not allow drawing conclusions about champions at later 

stages of the NPD process. And, since we did not study projects that did not have champions, we 

cannot extend our discussion to the comparison of projects with and without champions. Our 

sample also does not allow us to generalize our results to small and/or entrepreneurial 

companies, because our sample mostly consists of large organization. This overrepresentation of 
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large companies is a consequence of the Executive MBA-program’s tendency to draw students 

from large corporations.  

Future research 

Are champions not one of the answers to the difficult balancing act required of large 

organizations? Or can organizations encourage them to use their energy and devotion to support 

high-resistance projects? Our findings point to some potential directions for future research. 

Given that champions seem to prefer proposals that are aligned with the company’s dominant 

logic, one solution may be to change champions’ understanding of the dominant organizational 

logic as static. Encouraging champions to see the firm’s strategy as malleable may help 

champions frame strategically distant projects as opportune and make champions more willing to 

support strategically distant proposals. Creating this impression will require senior management 

to send a strong signal of its willingness to change the organization or to make it explicit that the 

innovation strategy includes projects that do not fit with the organization’s current strategy. 

Senior managers will in effect have to be ambidextrous leaders who are able to “attend to the 

products and processes of the past, while also gazing forward, preparing for the innovations that 

will define the future.” (O’Reilly III and Tushman, 2004, p. 74). Therefore, it would be an 

interesting future research direction to look at the influence of ambidextrous leadership on 

champion behaviour. 

Another avenue for future research could focus on the biases that project champions 

introduce in the early stages of the innovation process and the influence this has on project 

selection. Lefley (2006), in a case study, found that the project champion, compared to other 

team members, characterized a project as being lower risk and of higher strategic benefit, 

increasing the likelihood of project acceptance. Our research finds that project champions bias 
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project selection too, albeit by providing more support for project proposals that are unlikely to 

be resisted by the organization. More research is needed to better understand the biases 

introduced into the project selection process by champions.
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Figure 1. Proposed Model 
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Table 1: Constructs and items 
Low-competitive intensity (Porter, 1980) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.93; AVE: 0.79; ICC1: 0.28; ICC2: 0.54 (p <0.001); Average rwg(5): 0.88) 
Few competitors in the market.  
Customers are not price sensitive.  
No strong dominant competitor in market.  
Customers for this product are not loyal to competitors.  
Customers for this product are not satisfied with competitors’ products.  
    
Strategic distance (Johnson, et al., 2008; Siegel, et al., 1988) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.33; AVE: 0.70; ICC1: 0.38; ICC2: 0.65 (p <0.001); Average rwg(4): 0.93) 
Product doesn’t fit with the corporation’s long-term strategy.  
Product permits the customer to do a job that could not be presently done with what is available.  
Venture will generate a return equal to at least 10 times the investment within 5–10 years. 
Venture Internal Rate of Return (IRR) will be greater than 25% (added).  
   
Team’s perception of champion support (Sundstrom, 1988) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.59; AVE: 0.73; ICC1: 0.43; ICC2: 0.69 (p <0.001); Average rwg(4): 0.88) 
I see the champion as an integral part of the team.  
I feel the champion is fully committed to the team.  
Champion has sufficient time to evaluate venture (added).  
Team member has sufficient time to obtain support from champion (added).  
 
Control variables 
Team reputation (MacMillan, et al., 1986) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.82; AVE: 0.71; ICC1: 0.22; ICC2: 0.46 (p <0.001); Average rwg(2): 0.74) 
Venture team comes highly recommended to champion.  
Champion already familiar with venture team.  
    
Business plan (MacMillan, et al., 1986) 
(ICC1: 0.18; ICC2: 0.42 (p <0.001); Average rwg(1): 0.89) 
Team developed a comprehensive business plan.  
 
Champion Embeddedness (Riggio, 1986) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.25; AVE: 0.50; ICC1: 0.53; ICC2: 0.77 (p <0.001); Average rwg(3): 0.93) 
Champion can get others to do what (s)he wants.  
Champion can talk to anybody about almost anything.  
Champion has authority to approve venture (added). 
 
Corporate culture (Zien and Buckler, 1997; Chandler, et al., 2000) 
(Cronbach's alpha: 0.55; AVE: 0.67; ICC1: 0.25; ICC2: 0.49 (p <0.001); Average rwg(2): 0.82) 
Sustaining and treasuring the identity as being an innovative company.  
Significant support by senior management for innovation of new ideas and concepts.  
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Table 2: Means, standard deviations, and correlations 
  Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 Initial funding amount 239192.31 672734.97                  
2 Low competitive intensity 3.20 0.73 0.12                
3 Strategic distance 2.69 0.41 -0.04 -0.17              
4 Champion support 3.74 0.74 0.03 0.19 -0.02            
5 Business plan 4.46 0.48 -0.11 -0.02 0.23* 0.03          
6 Team reputation 3.08 0.65 0.04 -0.22* 0.29* 0.28* 0.03        
7 Champion embeddedness 3.35 0.61 0.04 0.16 0.12 0.49** -0.03 0.00      
8 Corporate culture 3.06 0.51 -0.08 -0.08 0.30** 0.19 0.41** 0.23* 0.04    
9 Team sizea 3.21 1.37 0.10 0.03 -0.07 0.02 -0.20* -0.10 0.10 0.04  
10 Firm sizeb 53922.83 79617.40 0.11 -0.08 0.03 0.00 -0.13 0.03 0.02 -0.26* -0.02 
                          
aTeam size measured as number of team members.  
bFirm size measured as number of employees. 
* p ≤ 0.05 
** p ≤ 0.01    
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Table 3: Ordinary Least Squares regression models for champion support 
 
Variablesa Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Low competitive intensity   0.23* (0.09)   0.17* (0.09) 
Strategic distance     -0.37* (0.18) -0.28+ (0.18) 
Business plan -0.01 (0.16) -0.04 (0.16) -0.02 (0.16) 0.004 (0.15) 
Team reputation 0.25* (0.11) 0.34*** (0.11) 0.31** (0.11) 0.35*** (0.11) 
Champion embeddedness 0.84*** (0.11) 0.78*** (0.11) 0.87*** (0.11) 0.82*** (0.11) 
Corporate culture 0.11 (0.16) 0.12 (0.15) 0.15 (0.16) 0.15 (0.15) 
Team sizeb -0.05 (0.06) -0.05 (0.06) -0.06 (0.06) -0.06 (0.05) 
Firm sizec -0.001 (0.09) -0.001 (0.08) -0.001 (0.09) -0.001 (0.08) 
Year dummies Y Y Y Y 
R-squared 0.39 0.41 0.42 0.44 
F 6.21*** 13.92*** 5.79*** 10.52*** 
Sample size (N) 78 78 78 78 
          
Note: Standard errors are provided in parentheses. 
aUnstandardized regression coefficients are shown.           
bTeam size measured as number of team members.  
cFirm size measured as number of employees.   
+ p ≤ 0.10         
* p ≤ 0.05         
** p ≤ 0.01         
*** p ≤ 0.001         
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Table 4: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial regression models for corporate funding  
 
Variablesa Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 
Low competitive intensity   1.20*** (0.22)   1.22*** (0.20) 1.39*** (0.20) 
Strategic distance     -0.47 (0.54) -0.78+ (0.43) -1.38*** (0.44) 
Champion support         -1.11** (0.41) 
Business plan -0.01 (0.49) 0.61 (0.42) 0.05 (0.51) 0.68+ (0.41) 1.20*** (0.40) 
Team reputation 0.14 (0.30) 0.69** (0.25) 0.29 (0.36) 0.88*** (0.26) 1.10*** (0.26) 
Champion embeddedness 0.21 (0.46) 0.01 (0.38) 0.26 (0.46)  0.11 (0.36) 0.90* (0.44) 
Corporate culture -0.72 (0.58) -0.72+ (0.44) -0.62 (0.58) -0.55 (0.43) -0.69+ (0.39) 
Team sizeb 0.22 (0.18) 0.67*** (0.15) 0.21 (0.18) 0.65*** (0.15) 0.65*** (0.14) 
Firm sizec 0.001 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) 
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y 
Log-likelihood -660.76 -650.64 -660.39 -649.05 -645.81 
Pearson Chi-Square 58.17*** 53.12*** 63.16*** 53.59*** 43.71*** 
Sample size (N) 78 78 78 78 78 
            
Note: Standard errors are provided in parentheses. 
aUnstandardized regression coefficients are shown.         
bTeam size measured as number of team members.  
cFirm size measured as number of employees.   
+ p ≤ 0.10           
* p ≤ 0.05           
** p ≤ 0.01           
*** p ≤ 0.001           
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Appendix A: Competitive intensity and strategic distance factor analysis 
       
  Component 
Items 1 2 3 
Few competitors in the market 0.89 0.08 0.05 
Customers are not price sensitive  0.89 0.03 0.00 
No strong dominant competitor in market 0.90 0.12 -0.01 
Customers for this product are not loyal to competitors 0.91 0.03 0.03 
Customers for this product are not satisfied with competitors’ products 0.87 0.16 0.04 
Product doesn’t fit with the corporation’s long-term strategy 0.07 0.07 0.80 
Product permits the customer to do a job that could not be presently done with what is 
available -0.02 -0.08 0.80 
Venture will generate a return equal to at least 10 times the investment within 5–10 
years 0.09 0.92 0.02 
Venture Internal Rate of Return (IRR) will be greater than 25% 0.12 0.91 -0.03 
        
Eigenvalues 4.14 1.61 1.29 
        
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.        
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.          

 
 


