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Abstract: A well-accepted means to promote successful technological innovation 
has been the champion. However, existing literature has not directly addressed the 
questions of what motivates champions, how champions influence other people to 
support their projects, and what effects champions have on the projects in the 
innovation process. To fill this knowledge gap, this study explores the relationships 
among personal attributes of champions, project and organizational characteristics, 
champion behavior, and project performance of 79 new product development 
projects in Korea. Champion behavior, following Howell and Shea (2001), was 
defined as expressing confidence in the innovation, involving and motivating others 
to support the innovation, and persisting under adversity. Based on in-depth 
interviews with champions, as well as survey data from 79 projects, this study found 
that (1) personal characteristics (i.e., need for achievement and risk-taking 
propensity) and project characteristics (i.e., project size) positively affect the 
champion behavior, and (2) champion behavior makes a positive contribution to 
project performance by providing more information, material resources, and political 
support.  
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Introduction 

 
 Technological innovation has been commonly acknowledged as an essential 
ingredient for organizational success in a today’s competitive, rapidly changing 
environment. A well-accepted means to promote successful technological 
innovation has been the champion (Maidique, 1980). Existing studies in advanced 
contexts have demonstrated that champions make a decisive contribution to the 
innovation by initiating frequent and varied influence attempts, obtaining critical 
management support and resource, and overcoming organizational inertia and 
resistance that radical changes may inevitably provoke (Howell and Higgins, 1990a, 
b).  

Nevertheless, prior studies on champions may have several conceptual and 
methodological weaknesses. A review of the literature reveals ambiguities in both 
the scope and nature of the definition of a champion (Markham, et al., 1991). 
Although champions have been defined in terms of their behaviors or their 
characteristics in the innovation context, there is less agreement, however, on the 
degree to which someone must exhibit a set of behaviors in promoting the 
innovation (Markham et al., 1991). In previous studies, the champion construct has 
been operationalized whether there exists a champion in innovation projects or not, 
which fails to acknowledge that there may be degrees of championship.  

Furthermore, while champions are recognized as playing a key role in the 
internal entrepreneurial efforts, the literature has not directly addressed the question 
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of what motivates champions, how champions support their projects, and what 
effect champions have on the projects in the projects (Markham, 1998).  

To address these knowledge gaps, the current study explores the 
antecedents of champion behavior and examines the relationships between 
champion behavior and project performance, together with a set of mediating 
variables, based on data from 79 new product development projects in Korea. 

 
Hypotheses development 

 
Champion behavior and its antecedents 
 

Which factors might encourage or discourage individuals to champion an 
innovation? Markham and Aiman-Smith (2001) suggests that champions emerge 
based on personality factors, project characteristics and organizational strategy. As 
a primary diving force for champion behavior, a few studies emphasized personal 
traits, skills, knowledge, and characteristics of champion. In her study of corporate 
entrepreneurs, Kanter (1983) described them as people who are politically astute, 
willing to take risks, team oriented, able to use power and build coalitions, good 
communicators, information gatherers, persuader, and motivators. Howell and 
Higgins (1990a, 1990b) asserted that champions exhibit more transformational 
leader behaviors, have higher risk-taking propensity and need for achievement, 
initiate more influence attempts, use a greater variety of influence tactics, and have 
greater previous innovation experience than non-champions. People who has a 
positive previous champion experience and thus builds personal credibility in the 
organization engages more frequently in champion activities to support innovation 
projects (Ashford et al, 1998).  

Organizational characteristics also tend to stimulate or inhibit champion’s 
behavior (Fisher et al., 1986). Scott and Bruce (1994) found that innovative climate 
of organization fosters champion behavior of organizational members. Green et al 
(1995) and Markham (2000) reported that project characteristics are also closely 
associated with the emergence of champions. Champions are more likely to be 
found in projects which have higher technological and market uncertainties, and 
require greater resources, since these projects are frequently encounter 
organizational opposition regardless of the potential payoff.  

In summary, it is hypothesized that champion behavior of champion is 
positively related with the personal attributes of champion (credibility, preference for 
risk-taking, and need for achievement), project characteristics (technological and 
market uncertainty, and size of a project), and organizational characteristics (the 
extent of innovative climate of organization).  

 
Champion behavior, mediating variables and project performance 
 
 Researchers generally accept that champions’ efforts help projects perform 
better and ultimately succeed in the market (e.g., Chakrabarti, 1974). Stevens and 
Burley (1997) asserted that the fate and the result of new product development 
efforts is shaped by how champions initially recognize potential winners among the 
myriad of raw new product ideas generated by innovators, and then persistently 
work at gaining the moral support and resources needed to advance those ideas 
from key stakeholders. In a similar manner, Kessler and Chakrabarti (1996) argued 
that product champions can accelerate the product innovation process by gathering 
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and applying external information to development activities, actively promoting the 
innovation to key stakeholders, motivating key participants, and securing resources 
to support the innovation. Markham and Griffin (1998) reported that the presence of 
champions was positively related to higher levels of new product development 
performance. Howell and Shea (2001) also found that champion behavior had an 
incremental positive effect on project performance over time. 

A champion’s effect, however, may be more complicated than a simple direct 
effect on new product success. Contrary to universal acceptance of positive effect, 
empirical evidence has not always supported this relationship. Markham and 
colleagues (1991, 1998) found that champions had no direct effect on the market 
success of NPD project, but they found indirect champion effects through project 
management actions such as level of investment, budget, project termination 
decisions, and level of support. These findings call into question the popular notion 
that champions have a positive impact on project performance.  

The literature on technological innovations and champions offers a central 
notion that champion operates using three resources - information, material 
resources, and political support (Beath, 1991; Kanter, 1983). Champions 
accumulate the evaluative and persuasive information needed to bring about a 
possible innovation, and to share the information with others (Beath, 1991; 
Markham, 2000). Champions also operate in a political environment and use a 
variety of influence strategies, including rational justification and repeated informal 
expression of enthusiasm and confidence about the innovation (Howell and Higgins, 
1990b; Markham, 1998). Champions devote their time and energy to cultivate a 
coalition of support within the firm, and to obtain approval from stakeholders.  

Maidique (1980) characterizes championing as a process of redirecting 
resources within a firm to certain projects (Maidique, 1980). In other words, 
champion behavior aims primarily to affect resource allocation decisions within a 
firm. Markham (2000) showed a championed project receives higher levels of initial 
investment and higher rates of additional resource. Studies on new product teams 
identified that boundary spanning activities to obtain outside support, resources, and 
information have a positive impact on project performance, which implies the 
acknowledgment of champion behaviors (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992).  

Hence, it might be proposed that champion behavior makes a positive 
contribution to the project performance by providing more information, material 
resources, and political support. Put differently, the association between champion 
behavior and project performance is mediated by provision of market and 
technological intelligence, resource supply and political support. 

 
Method 

 
Sample and Procedure  
 

Among 103 Korean firms initially contacted, 50 firms agreed to participate in the 
study. Liaison persons (mostly R&D planning manager) at these sample firms, 
based on collaborative search with research teams for the existence of champions 
in the NPD projects, introduced 112 championed projects and identified champions 
of these projects. Then, we mail the survey questionnaire directly to the champions 
and team members, with a cover letter providing careful instructions. The 
respondents are assured of confidentiality. They are asked to return completed 
questionnaire by mail.  
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Questionnaires were collected from 312 champions and other project members 
in 98 project teams. However, only 79 new product development projects from 34 
Korean firms, comprising 274 respondents (on average 3.47 per projects), were 
finally used for further data analysis, after excluding projects that did not returned 
the response from both champion and project members. 24.1% of the projects were 
classified to “New to the world product,” 51.9% to “High innovative new product 
line,” 13.9% to “New product line,” 6.3% to “Product line extension,” and only 3.8% 
to “Improved product” type. An average number of project members was 15.8, while 
an average budget size of the project was 2.7 billion won (about $2,270,000).  An 
average development cycle time was 30 month (the length of the time that the 
project had been completed). On average, champions were 41.3 years old, had 13.5 
years of work experience, and were mostly male (98.7%). The proportion of 
champions with a final degree of bachelor is 25.6%, master 26.9%, Ph. D. 44.9%, 
and others 2.6%.  

 
Measures 
 
Antecedents.  

The innovative climate was measured using the scale developed by Scott and 
Bruce (1994), measuring the degree to which champions perceive the organization 
to place a high priority on learning, to value risk taking, and to minimize personal or 
career retributions from failure (3 items), and the degree to which champions 
perceive critical resource (i.e., personnel, funding, and time) were adequate for 
accomplishing the task of innovation (3 items).  

Perceived technological uncertainty refers to the inability to completely 
understand or accurately predict some aspect of the technological environment as it 
relates to NPD project decisions (5 items, Song and Montoya-Weiss, 2001). The 
perceived market uncertainty was measured with three items: the firm’s perceived 
familiarity with the market for that product, understanding of the customer’s needs, 
and ability to translate those needs into product performance specification (3 items, 
Souder and Song, 1997). Project size was measured how this project would be 
classified in terms of the size of the budget, team size, and cycle time, in 
comparison with other projects undertaken (Markham et al, 1991).  

A champion’s credibility was indexed by championing success experience (3 
items) and perceived performance reputation (2 items) to capture champions’ 
perceptions of their credibility in the eyes of others (Ashford, et al., 1998). Need for 
achievement is measured with the Edward’s (1976) scale. We measured risk-taking 
propensity with a scale adapted by Gupta and Govindarajan (1984) that consists of 
four items.  
 
Champion behavior.  

Champion behavior was measured by an instrument of 16-item scale 
developed by Howell and Shea (2001), which consists of three factors: 
communicating confidence, building support for and involvement in the innovation, 
and persisting in the face of adversity. In this study, team members rated the 
frequency of 16 items of champion behavior. Although factor analysis results in 
three-factor solutions, all of the champion behavior items were combined into single 
index. This was done for several reasons. First, it is regarded as one construct 
conceptually. Second, these factors are highly correlated each other from 0.75 to 
0.82. Third, using multiple measures of champion behavior would be complex and 
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confusing in terms of reporting results and generating conclusions. Additional 
analyses using the three-factor solutions in a separate way produced similar results 
reported in this study.  
 
Project performance. 

Project performance was measured in terms of commercial and technological 
performance, speed-to-market, and opportunity window in the present study. 
Commercial performance measures the overall impact of the new product project on 
a set of representative business goals. Ratings of: (1) profitability; (2) sales volume; 
(3) market position were summed. Technological performance refers to a product’s 
perceived superiority such as product’s relative performance and quality, as well as 
the presence of unique features and capabilities (5 items, Song and Montoya-
Weiss, 2001). Speed-to-market, as a time-based performance, measures the 
degree of the time elapsed between initial development efforts and ultimate 
commercialization (4 items, Lynn et al., 1999). Window of opportunity refers to a 
degree the project opens up a “window on other opportunities” in terms of a new 
product category and a new market for company (2 items, Song and Parry, 1996). 
 
Mediating Variables. 

Market intelligence refers to the firm’s understanding of a new product’s target 
market such as the firm’s knowledge of market size, customer needs, price 
sensitivities, and competitors (4 items, Song and Parry, 1996). Technological 
intelligence refers to the firm’s understanding of a new product’s technical 
requirements (4 items, Song and Parry, 1996). Political support and resources 
supply also were assessed by 8 items developed by Markham (1998).  
 

Data Analysis 
 

The unit of analysis in this study is an individual NPD project. To justify the 
aggregation of the measures completed by multiple respondents to the project level, 
an rwg analyses (James et al., 1984) were performed. In all cases, the inter-rater 
reliability score provided support for combining team members’ perceptions to 
produce aggregated scores for the measures. 

The base relationship between champion behavior and antecedents is 
illustrated in Table 2. In order to minimize the problems associated with common 
method bias, team members’ data were used. Correlation analyses reveal that 
project size, credibility, need for achievement, and risk-taking propensity, 
technological uncertainty show significant positive relationships with champion 
behavior. As summarized in Table 2, results of regression analyses indicate that 
project size, need for achievement, and risk-taking propensity explain a significant 
amount of the variance in the champion behavior from the team members’ 
perspective (R2 = 0.44, F = 8.11, p < 0.005). Contrary to correlation analyses, 
credibility does not have an effect on the level of championing in the regression 
analyses. Championing is not related to technological and market uncertainty. 
Innovative climate does not explain champion behavior. The analyses using the 
champion scores and the aggregated team scores reveal essentially similar results. 
To summarize the results, project size, need for achievement, and risk-taking 
propensity show significant positive relationships with champion behavior.  
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Table 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Constructs 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
Mean 5.07 5.56 4.31 5.45 4.60 5.48 4.36 5.08 5.49 4.36 4.73 3.36 4.79 5.62 5.44 5.19 

Standard Deviation 0.99 0.68 0.95 0.90 0.85 0.61 0.91 0.87 0.57 1.10 0.89 1.27 0.83 0.67 0.46 0.71 
Rwg(j) 0.90 0.93 0.85 0.85 0.97 0.93 0.89 0.91 0.98 - - - - - - - 

1.Commercial performance .90                
2.Technological performance .53 .88               
3.Speed-to-market .38 .41 .84              
4.Window of opportunity .40 .24 .31 .90             
5.Technological intelligence .30 .47 .30 .03 .81            
6.Market intelligence .34 .49 .25 .12 .49 .79           
7.Resource supply .14 .35 .26 -.08 .38 .37 .86          
8.Political support .31 .45 .27 .09 .27 .32 .57 .87         
9.Champion behavior .28 .35 .25 .29 .19 .43 .35 .47 .95        
10.Innovative climate .50 .53 .40 .31 .50 .38 .42 .47 .17 .89       
11.Technological uncertainty ..08 .25 .27 .13 .21 .15 -.02 .30 .29 .24 .76      
12.Market uncertainty -.16 -.17 -.17 .16 -.15 -.36 -.41 -.31 -.18 -.33 .13 .73     
13.Project size .09 .13 .10 .12 .09 .16 .31 .40 .41 .21 .22 -.25 .76    
14.Credibility .12 .11 .16 .29 .09 .23 .11 .10 .43 .07 .25 -.06 .26 .87   
15.Need for achievement .34 .31 .25 .40 .15 .41 .26 .27 .53 .28 .17 -.26 .29 .43 .75  
16.Risk-taking propensity .25 .06 .21 .28 .02 .16 .14 .23 .53 .16 .20 -.25 .33 .38 .59 .86 

 
N=79; Correlations greater than .22 are significant at .05; those greater than .29 at .01; those greater than .31 at .005 

  Bold numbers in diagonal denote Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients.  
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Table 2. Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Champion Behavior 
 

 Champion  
score 

Team member 
score 

Overall team 
score 

 r β r β r β 
Innovative climate .18† .12 .10 -.02 .17 .05 
Technological uncertainty .18 -.02 .29** .13 .29** .07 
Market uncertainty -.30** -.07 -.18 -.02 -.28** -.05 
Project size .46*** .24* .41*** .19* .53*** .26*** 
Credibility .46*** .21* .43*** .14 .53*** .21** 
Need for achievement .56*** .25* .53*** .25* .65*** .30*** 
Risk-taking propensity .50*** .16 .53*** .23* .62*** .23* 

R2  .49  .44  .65 
F  9.77***  8.11***  19.50***

†: p < .10, * : p < .05, ** : p < .01, ***: p< .005 
 

Baron and Kenny (1986) stated four requirements for a mediation model to be 
valid; (a) the independent variable must be significantly correlated to the mediator 
variables, (b) the independent variable must affect the dependent variable in a 
regression of the independent variables on the dependent variable, (c) the mediator 
variable must affect the dependent variable, in a regression of both independent 
variables and the mediator on the dependent variable, and (d) the effect of the 
independent variables on the dependent variable in (c) must be less than in (b).  

Table 1 shows positive correlations between champion behavior and mediating 
variables (market intelligence, resource supply, and political support) are statistically 
significant. Correlation between champion behavior and technological intelligence is 
marginally significant. As per condition (a) above, all four variables can be potential 
mediating variables. Conditions (b), (c), and (d) are tested and the results presented 
in Table 3. The association between champion behavior and commercial 
performance is mediated by technological intelligence, market intelligence, and 
political support (marginally) since all three conditions are satisfied. The case of 
market intelligence and political support provides the strongest evidence for the 
mediating effect as it eliminates the significant relationship between champion 
behavior and commercial performance.  

The association between champion behavior and technological performance is 
strongly mediated by technological intelligence, market intelligence, resource 
supply, and political support since all three conditions are satisfied. In particular, the 
case of market intelligence and political support provides the strongest evidence for 
the mediating effect as it eliminates the significant base relationship between 
champion behavior and product differentiation. The association between champion 
behavior and speed-to-market is mediated by technological intelligence, and 
resource supply and political support (marginally) since it eliminates the significant 
relationship between champion behavior and speed-to-market. Market intelligence 
fails to mediate between champion behavior and speed-to-market. However, the 
association between champion behavior and window of opportunity is marginally 
mediated only by resource supply. Overall, the results show strong mediating effects 
of technological intelligence, market intelligence, resource supply, and political 
support between champion behavior and performance measures.
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Table 3. Test for the mediating effect of new product process variables  
 

  Commercial Performance Technological Performance 

Champion 
behavior βCB .28 

* 
.23 
* 

.16 
 

.26 
* 

.17 
 

.35 
*** 

.27 
** 

.17 
 

.26 
* 

.18 
 

Tech. 
intelligence βTI - .26 

* - - - - .41 
*** - - - 

Market 
intelligence βMI - - .27 

* - - - - .41 
*** - - 

Resource 
supply βRS - - - .05 - - - - .26 

* - 

Political 
support βPS - - - - .22 

† - - - - .36 
*** 

 R2 .08 .12 .14 .08 .12 .12 .29 .27 .18 .23 
 F 6.80 

* 
6.61 
*** 

6.39
*** 

3.47
* 

5.22
** 

11.20
*** 

16.01
*** 

14.07 
*** 

8.70 
*** 

11.43
*** 

 ∆R2 - .04 .06 .00 .04 - .17 .15 .06 .11 
 F - 5.98 

* 
5.58

* 
0.21

 
3.43
† - 18.30

*** 
14.91 

*** 
5.55 

* 
10.30

*** 
 

  Speed-to-market Window of opportunity 
Champion 
behavior βCB .25 

* 
.20
† 

.17 
 

.18 
 

.15 
 

.29 
** 

.29 
*** 

.29 
* 

.36 
*** 

.32 
* 

Tech. 
intelligence βTI - .26 

* - - - - -.02 
 - - - 

Market 
intelligence βMI - - 

.18 
 - - - - .00 

 - - 

Resource 
supply βRS - - - .20

† - - - - -21 
† - 

Political 
support βPS - - - - .20

† - - - - -.06 
 

 R2 .06 .13 .09 .10 .09 .08 .08 .08 .12 .08 
 F 5.35

* 
5.70

* 
3.84

* 
4.28

* 
4.09

* 
7.21

* 
3.58

* 
3.56 

* 
5.46 

** 
3.69

* 
 ∆R2 - .07 .03 .03 .03 - .00 .00 .04 .00 
 F - 5.72

* 
2.24

 
3.06
† 

2.71
 - 0.05

 
0.00 

 
3.48
† 

0.24
 

†: p < .10, * : p < .05, ** : p < .01, ***: p< .005 
 

Conclusion 
 

Our findings shed light on several proposed linkages among personality, project 
and organizational characteristics, champion behavior, project process variables, 
and project performance. Several noteworthy results are that personal attributes 
(need for achievement and risk taking propensity) and project characteristics 
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(project size) are positively related to champion behavior; organizational factor 
(innovative climate) is not associated with champion behavior. Champion behaviors 
are affected by both personal attributes of champions and project characteristics.  

Champion behavior is found to have a positive relationship with project 
performance in the present study. Our findings also indicate that, in addition to its 
direct effect on project performance, champion behavior has an indirect effect on 
project performance, mediated by technological and market information, material 
resources, and political support. These findings advance extant theory by indicating 
what motivates champions and how they support their projects and eventually 
contribute to project performances in the new product development process. 
Especially, this study extends a current knowledge of innovation developed in 
advanced contexts to a late industrialized context, Korea, in which effective 
management of innovation becomes increasingly crucial as they transform their 
physical resource-based economy into more knowledge-intensive one, 

For effectively managing champion behavior, managers must accurately 
understand what motivates champions and how they support their projects and 
eventually contribute to project performances. Based on the notion that champion 
operates using information, material resources, and political support (Beath, 1991), 
managers need to design an organization conducive to innovation so that these 
three valuable resources are available to champions (Kanter, 1983). Such factors as 
the availability of slack resources, policies to encourage risk-taking, and supporting 
champions’ internal or external linkage activities have been commonly 
acknowledged as an essential ingredient for facilitating innovation in the 
organization.  

Given the small number of samples from the particular firms and their projects 
in specific Korean industry, this study is an exploratory attempt in nature. Causality 
could not be claimed due to the cross-sectional nature of the data. The results must 
be validated by further research with a more rigorous research method in diverse 
research settings.  
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