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ABSTRACT 

 

Champions make critical contributions to innovation by neutralizing resistance and 

orchestrating the effort and resources necessary to advance promising concepts to fully realized 

products (Howell & Higgins, 1990a).  Research has found that successful innovation outcomes 

are closely correlated to the incidence of specific championing behaviors (e.g., Howell, 2005; A. 

Taylor, Cocklin, Brown, & Wilson-Evered, 2011; Yams, 2016).  The likelihood of achieving 

successful outcomes is proportional to the degree and frequency with which these behaviors 

manifest (e.g., van Laere & Aggestam, 2016; A. Walter, Parboteeah, Riesenhuber, & Hoegl, 

2011).  

This information is valuable in determining which individuals to empower or promote 

when prior information about an individual’s capacity and propensity for these behaviors exists.  

However, no research has addressed the challenges of managers who wish to hire individuals 
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with championing potential from a pool of unknown applicants when there is no history with 

which to predict potential for championing behaviors nor sufficient information to gauge the 

degree to which this potential exists. 

Organizations with more effective champions are better suited to exploit opportunities in 

the marketplace and capitalize upon them, making champion selection arguably one of the most 

important organizational undertakings (Barczak, 1995).  Yet a priori selection of champions in 

practice remains an ambiguous task because indicators of the behaviors that characterize higher 

performing champions remain unidentified and largely unexplored through empirical 

examination (Shea & Belden, 2016).  

This research addresses this gap in two parts.  The first part examined emotional 

intelligence (EI) as an antecedent to innovation championing behavior (ICB).  Drawing upon 

Penrose’s (1959) resource-based view, I developed propositions about the characteristics of 

effective champions and the influence of EI on ICB.  

The second part explored how dimensions of national culture influence the relationship 

between EI and ICB through the lens of Gelfand, Nishii, and Raver’s (2006) multi-level theory 

of cultural tightness–looseness.  Given the proposed contingency between EI and ICB and an 

understanding that individual expressions of behavior can vary greatly within and across cultures 

(Steers & Sánchez-Runde, 2017; Triandis, 1994), the moderating effect of TL on the EI–ICB 

relationship was examined producing empirically validated insights useful in practice. 

Keywords: champions, emotional intelligence, innovation championing behavior, cultural 

tightness-looseness
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Emotional Intelligence as an Antecedent to Innovation Championing Behavior and the 

Moderating Effects of Cultural Tightness–Looseness 

The influence of innovations from technology giants like Apple, Microsoft, Tesla, 

Facebook, and Amazon—to name just a few—is so pervasive that these companies’ products 

have become almost inseparable parts of the fabric of many communities worldwide.  These 

companies overcame meager beginnings and impossible odds, in time conquering global markets 

with simple, novel, and brilliantly intuitive products designed as much with the user experience 

as the product application in mind (Claudia, 2019).  Stories about the original architects of 

successful innovations tend to follow a familiar trajectory, sharing some of the same elements as 

many societies’ most endearing hero epics, and have, along with the appeal of their successes, 

inspired as much interest in these individuals as in their innovations (Smil, 2011). 

Heroic stories of individual success overshadow far more typical examples of invention 

within the milieu of innovation narratives because they are recounted with higher frequency and 

in a manner that is transcendentally appealing (Smil, 2011).  Undoubtedly, the positive side to 

this phenomenon (i.e., the transcendent appeal of single-handed innovation) is that it has 

spawned generations of successful basement and garage-shop innovators who have singularly 

pursued their ambitions guided by a self-autonomous ethos towards invention (Muthukrishna & 

Henrich, 2016).  

However, while great innovations can and occasionally do result from individual effort, 

the reality of how most successful innovations occurs is quite different (Chandy & Tellis, 2000). 

Sawyer (2017, p. 11) asserted, “We’re drawn to the image of the lone genius whose mystical 

moment of insight changes the world … but the lone genius is a myth; instead, it’s [usually] 
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group genius that generates breakthrough innovation.”  Sawyer (2017) also explained that 

“invisible collaboration” is responsible for the creativity that drives successful innovation 

because “innovation always emerges from a series of sparks [between multiple contributors] – 

never a single flash of insight” (p.12).  

In their study of approximately 450 executives at organizations with annual revenues 

exceeding $100 million, Almquist, Leiman, Rigby, and Roth (2013) refuted the notion of 

innovation as the domain of individual genius, finding that top-quartile organizations take a 

significantly more systemic and team-oriented approach to innovation.  The authors noted that 

successful innovation models revolve around teams because “innovation requires both the 

creation of brilliant new ideas and the ability to successfully commercialize them … [and] people 

who are equally adept at both kinds of thinking … are extremely rare, making up less than 3% of 

the population” (Almquist et al., 2013, p.1).  A PricewaterhouseCoopers study (2013) provided 

further support for the conclusions of Almquist et al. (2013); in a survey of 1,100 senior 

executives, they found that the common thread connecting companies ranked in the top-quartile 

of gross margin growth, revenue growth, and innovation performance was strong collaboration 

within teams.  Their strong collaboration made them four times more likely to be top performers 

than those with less collaborative approaches (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2013). 

The idea that innovations arise primarily from the efforts of individuals ignores a far 

more authentic reality of innovation in practice as frequently a collective effort (Chandy & 

Tellis, 2000; Leonard & Sensiper, 1998) and perpetuates a common popular culture myth that 

successful products only result from the providence of individual genius and sweat.  It overlooks 

the important distinction between the conception of an idea and the hard work of producing it 

within a group setting, failing to consider that effectively commercializing a promising idea is as 
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essential to its success as the inherent novelty of the idea and quality of the resulting product 

(Damanpour & Wischnevsky, 2006; Prajogo & Ahmed, 2006).  Moreover, it disregards the fact 

that most of the implementation of innovative ideas occurs across groups and within an 

organizational setting (Chandy & Tellis, 2000).  Even in instances when the originator of a 

promising idea is involved in its downstream implementation, much of the efforts to 

commercialize the idea still tend to be coordinated and driven by others who act as champions of 

the innovation across team and group settings (Barber & Bistrova, 2015).  

Innovation Champions and Championing Behavior 

Innovation champions are individuals who informally emerge within an organization 

(Howell & Higgins, 1990a), identify promising ideas as their own (Schön, 1963), and, using 

informal social networks (Maidique, 1980) and various influence strategies (Howell & Higgins, 

1990b), actively work to bring them to market despite risks to their own position and reputation 

(Maidique, 1980).  Alternately known as promoters (Gemünden & Walter, 1995; A. Walter, 

1999), they serve several essential development functions: they bridge critical resources, weed 

through resistance, and build the consensus necessary to promote nascent ideas from promising 

initial concepts to fully realized products (Bigoness & Perreault, 1981; Howell & Higgins, 

1990b; Klerkx & Aarts, 2013; Schön, 1963; M. Tushman & Nadler, 1986; A. Walter, 

Parboteeah, Riesenhuber, & Hoegl, 2011).  

Successful champions possess a unique talent for managing the outputs of individuals and 

teams to achieve successful outcomes—usually without direct authority over the other principal 

contributors (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  Indeed, several studies 

have specifically excluded individuals in leadership or in formally appointed roles from their 
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definition of champions (e.g., Fischer, Hamilton, McLaughlin, & Zmud, 1986; Jenssen & 

Jørgensen, 2004; Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990) because individuals with formal authority bestowed 

through rank or position are frequently able to make unilateral determinations about key 

strategies and resources when needed (Fischer et al., 1986; Kleysen & Street, 2001).  When 

challenged, their ability to ignore collaboration-based decision-making paradigms and direct 

resources without need to exert socio-political influence contravenes the very notion of 

championing behavior and, similarly, precludes the need for a champion altogether.  

A champion’s informal influence within the organization can be a significant and many 

times necessary means to advance innovations because it allows the champion to operate outside 

the organization’s traditions, conventions, and norms and employ methods potentially 

unavailable to those in formal leadership positions (Fischer et al., 1986).  Innovation requires 

organizations to experiment with and risk precious, scarce resources, in many instances without 

any assurance that these investments will yield positive returns (Tidd, 2006).  Though necessary 

for long-term survival, these risks contradict the natural responsibilities of formally appointed 

leaders who rely on standardization and uniformity of products and processes for efficiency and 

to mitigate the costs and risks of the firm’s day-to-day operations (Atuahene‐Gima, 1996).  As a 

result, organizations frequently install bureaucracies that, while insulating them from costly and 

inefficient variation, makes them “intrinsically inflexible and unresponsive to new ideas” 

(Fischer et al., 1986, p.15), which can stifle innovation.  

In this way, informal champions with an ability to operate outside the organization’s 

orthodoxies can be as valuable to the advancement of innovations as those with formal title or 

role appointments.  They have more latitude to pursue intuitive projects and solutions that formal 

leaders restricted by internal bureaucracies and profit first rationalities likely do not (Fischer et 
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al., 1986).  Thus, in the same manner as Fischer et al. (1986), Howell and Higgins (1990a), 

Howell (2005), A. Walter et al., (2011), and Shea and Belden (2016), all references to champions 

throughout this research include individuals who engage in specific, innovation-promoting 

behaviors, irrespective of formal title or designation.  

Despite the vast amount of literature indicating the importance of champions to 

innovation performance (e.g., Fischer et al., 1986; Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Howell, Shea & 

Higgins, 2005; Jervis, 1975; Lawless & Price, 1992; S. K. Markham, Green & Basu, 1991; A. 

Walter et al., 2011), several studies have since uncovered that their presence is not always 

beneficial (e.g., Howell, 2005; S. K. Markham & Griffin, 1998; S. K. Markham, 1998; A. 

Walter, et al., 2011).  As such, recent scholarly works have focused on understanding what it is 

about champions that makes them effective (e.g., Crawford, 2015; Glynn, 1996; S. K. Markham, 

1998; Unsworth & Parker, 2003; Wu, Parker, & De Jong, 2014; Zhou & Shalley, 2003).  

In practice, managers tend to rely on traditional attributes such as intelligence (IQ), 

personality, experience, and domain-level expertise to evaluate championing potential in 

candidates, buying into the conventional wisdom that higher performing champions can be found 

where higher-levels of these attributes intersect (Côté & Miners, 2006; Hogan, Chamorro-

Premuzic, & Kaiser, 2013; Swift, Moore, Sharek, & Gino, 2013).  Yet, current research on 

championing has indicated otherwise (e.g., Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-Römer, 1993; Goleman, 

1995; McClelland, 1973).  Through works by A. Walter et al. (2011) and others (e.g., Howell, 

2005; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b; Howell & Shea, 2006; Howell et al., 2005), it is now 

understood that higher performing champions more frequently engage in specific innovation 

championing behaviors that closely correlate to innovation success.  This information is valuable 
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in understanding differences between effective and ineffective champions and, from a practical 

perspective, identifying effective champions when these behaviors manifest.  

However, such information about innovation championing behavior (ICB) is of little 

value for hiring managers who must select the most capable champions from a pool of applicants 

with whom they have no previous experience with which to reliably assess individual potential.  

Thus, though the behaviors that distinguish more effective champions from others can be known 

a posteriori, an understanding of the antecedents which make a priori identification of higher 

potential individuals possible is still largely unexplored within academic research (Shea & 

Belden, 2016).  Further scholarship is needed to understand whether championing behavior can 

be cultivated in individuals with lower initial potential and, if so, how it can be further 

developed.  

This section studies the role of emotional intelligence (EI) as an antecedent to ICB.  It 

starts by reviewing the extant literature on champions and championing, demonstrating that 

championing behavior is, at its core, a sociopolitical function essential for innovation and an 

important source of social capital through which firms achieve competitive advantage.  Next, 

drawing upon Penrose’s (1959) resource-based view of the firm, theoretical arguments on the 

role of EI as an antecedent to ICB are developed.  Empirical evidence supporting the relationship 

between EI and ICB was derived from survey data correlating respondents’ emotional quotient 

(EQ) and ICB frequency scores.  

Championing Behavior and Emotional Intelligence 

The concept of EI has been widely studied with respect to improved workplace 

performance and is a key construct in many studies of organizational research (A. L. Day & 
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Carroll, 2004; Goleman, 1995, 1998a, 2001; Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Härtel, 2003; Mayer, 

Salovey, & Caruso, 2004; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2001, 2003). The concept of 

EI is characterized by the ability to accurately and positively assess, express, and regulate one’s 

own and others’ emotions in the motivation and achievement of common goals (Salovey & 

Mayer, 1990).  The EI construct incorporates various facets of an individual’s perceived skills, 

abilities, personality, and motivations and other aspects of adaptive attributes related to the use of 

emotions (Lopes, 2016).  It is relevant and applicable in almost all situations where an 

individual’s situational and adaptive functioning depend upon social interaction but particularly 

in the workplace where human relationships are essential in understanding role and purpose and 

helping individuals become more effective participants in the organization (Langley, 2000).  

In the last two decades, there has been an increasing focus on EI (measured as EQ) and 

its application to several different management constructs.  Studies examining the connection 

between EQ and work-related performance have consistently found a close link between the two 

constructs (A. L. Day & Carroll, 2004; Goleman, 1995, 2001; Mayer et al., 2003).  Indeed, in 

work environments where regular and frequent social interaction is central to one’s role, EI has 

demonstrated greater predictive validity for job performance than education, domain-specific 

knowledge, cognitive ability (IQ), and the Big Five personality traits, which are extraversion, 

emotional stability, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991; Ericsson et al., 1993; Goleman, 1995; Joseph, Jin, Newman, & O’Boyle, 2015; 

Joseph & Newman, 2010; Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer et al., 2004; McClelland, 1973; O’Boyle, 

Humphrey, Pollack, Hawver, & Story, 2011; Squalli & Wilson, 2014).  There has been evidence 

suggesting that some of these qualitative improvements in work performance stem from EI’s link 

to individual creativity and innovation (J. Kaur, 2014).  For example, individuals with high EI 
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are more likely to engage in innovative work behaviors that help them surpass the formal 

boundaries of job description (J. Kaur, 2014).  However, these are tangential benefits of higher 

EI.  High EI benefits individuals most in situations that are rich in socioemotional context and 

when the capacity to read, moderate, and respond to emotions is as important or more necessary 

to positive outcomes than other skills, abilities, or competencies (Goleman, 1995).   

Effective champions must be able to penetrate dense social networks within their 

organizations to negotiate the compromises necessary for willing and engaged collaboration 

(Howell & Shea, 2006).  According to Obstfeld (2005, p. 100), organizational innovation is a 

“process of creating new social connections between people, and the ideas and resources they 

carry, so as to produce novel combinations.”  Champions fulfill this essential purpose in the 

innovation process by initiating social networking activities and activating these connections to 

mobilize the necessary support and resources for innovating across conventional boundaries 

within the organization (Obstfeld, 2005).  

There is evidence, however, to suggest that EI has effects on work performance that are 

unique and extend beyond networking activity (van der Linden et al., 2017).  There are also 

emotional considerations in the adoption and implementation of innovations, and it cannot be 

assumed that employees always willingly participate.  Even when they understand the reasons 

for pursuing new ideas and social and network barriers are removed, employees tend to resist 

innovative changes (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  As research on the appraisal theory of emotion 

demonstrates (Scherer, Schorr & Johnstone, 2001), while employees rely on cognition initially to 

evaluate and interpret organizational situations (i.e., new innovations), their emotional reactions 

to these evaluations are what ultimately drive their behaviors (Choi, Sung, Lee & Cho, 2011).  

Individuals who more accurately interpret situational and socioemotional cues and can 
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appropriately adjust their own attitudes and behaviors in response to these situations will be more 

effective in influencing the behaviors and actions of others towards the achievement of common 

goals.  

This could explain why high EI, in certain situations, is a better predictor of workplace 

performance than cognitive ability or domain-specific knowledge.  It could also account for the 

differences between lesser- and higher-performing champions and explain how championing 

leads to measurable competitive advantages for organizations, even in the absence of other 

resource advantages (Hamel & Prahalad, 1991; Howell & Shea, 2006; Langley, 2000; F. Walter, 

Cole & Humphrey, 2011).  This research posits that champions who possess higher EI are more 

effective because higher EI enables more accurate interpretations of others’ emotions, more 

appropriate responses to them, and thus, better ability to exert influence on the behaviors of 

others and to secure the support needed to advance innovations within their organizations.  

National Culture and the Emotional Intelligence–Innovation Championing Behavior 

Relationship 

The second section of this paper examines the effect that national culture has on the 

relationship between EI and ICB.  Multinational corporations routinely rely on innovation within 

and across foreign markets to compete in increasingly globalized markets (Halme, Lindeman & 

Linna, 2012; R. P. Lee, 2010; Roure, 2001; Thrift & Amin, 2017), making national culture 

extremely relevant to discussions on innovation championing.  Given the proposed contingency 

between EI and ICB, important questions naturally arise about how this relationship changes and 

the degree to which it changes in different cultural contexts, especially given the known 

influence of culture on individual behavioral expressions (Steers & Sánchez-Runde, 2017; 

Triandis, 1994; Tsui, Nifadkar, & Ou, 2007).  From a practical perspective, this information 
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could be especially important in helping organizations make informed decisions about 

innovation processes and the people leading them when managing product development cross-

culturally.  

Building upon the multi-level theory of cultural tightness–looseness of Gelfand, Nishii, 

and Raver (2006), the second section examines these questions, using linear regression to 

analyze the effects of survey respondents’ culture relative to the strength of relationship between 

their EI and ICB scores.  New insights regarding the moderating effects of cultural tightness–

looseness on the EI–ICB relationship are provided that expand the understanding of socio-

cultural influences on individual behavior and, moreover, demonstrate how it could impact 

innovation at the organizational level. 

The antecedents to championing behaviors remain largely unexamined in academic 

research and ambiguous in practice, making the findings herein valuable in both domains.  From 

a practical perspective, this research can be of great benefit to organizations in the selection of 

promising champions.  Organizations that select more competent champions produce products 

that are better suited to exploit opportunities in their respective markets and thus, are more likely 

to generate positive returns with respect to their investment costs (Barczak, 1995).  From a 

human resources perspective, understanding the antecedents of championing behavior is valuable 

not only in identifying future champions but also in identifying higher potential individuals for 

career development and indicating how to develop them.  

By examining the effects of national culture on the EI–ICB relationship, this research 

furthers an understanding of how and to what degree culture affects championing in a way that 

can improve execution of organizations’ globalization strategies as well as their selection of 
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individual champions.  Furthermore, by using an empirical approach, this research provides a 

consistent, objective, and scalable model for managers to follow when assessing, hiring, and 

managing champions across foreign markets. 

Motivation for this Study 

Understanding how to identify and cultivate successful champions is important for many 

businesses.  According to The Global Innovation 1000 study (2018) published annually by global 

professional services firm PricewaterhouseCoopers, worldwide research and development 

(R&D) spending among the world’s 1,000 largest R&D spenders alone equaled $780 billion in 

2018 and comprised between 47% to 56% of total spending at these organizations.  

Organizations take on significant risk in the form of innovation investments, which are essential 

to firm growth, competitiveness, and renewal (Teece, Peteraf & Leih, 2016).  Champions can 

exist in many different capacities within an organization.  They can be in officially appointed 

roles; however, they usually emerge informally (Howell et al., 2005).  Yet, there is still little 

consensus regarding which traits, qualities, and characteristics (or combination thereof) make 

successful champions.  Furthermore, there is much less agreement on how to identify, predict, or 

apply this information in practice (Howell & Higgins, 1990b; N. Kaur, 2012; Voola, Carlson, & 

West, 2004).  This gap in the strategic management literature calls for research that can provide 

managers with useful tools for the a priori selection of champions who are most capable of 

generating positive returns on innovation investments. 

This first section addresses these gaps and explores EI as an antecedent to championing 

behaviors in organizational innovation settings.  It demystifies champion choice by providing 

answers to the following key questions: is higher EI significantly related to a greater degree of 

effective championing behavior in organizational innovation settings, and are there some 
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individual, specific EI competencies that are more related to greater degrees of championing 

behavior than others? 

This first section defines key constructs covered in this research and provides a 

theoretical framework for the hypotheses proposed within this paper.  This research builds 

primarily from the theory of the resource-based view of the firm (Penrose, 1959) but also draws 

upon social capital theory (Bourdieu, 1985) to explain how high EI can be a source of social 

capital that, when manifested through championing behaviors, serves as a resource that fuels 

innovation. 

Similarly, the second part introduces national culture, exploring through Gelfand et al.’s 

(2006) cultural tightness–looseness theory the influence of national culture on the EI–ICB 

relationship.  It reinforces national culture’s relevance to the discourse on EI and ICB and 

provides an answer to the question, what effect does national culture have on the relationship 

between EI and championing behavior? 

Subsequent sections address the methods and analysis of results.  The paper concludes 

with a discussion of the results and addresses the limitations of this research. 

 

 

Champions, Championing Behaviors, and Emotional Intelligence 

Champions 

The term champion is used widely in management literature to describe a variety of 

individuals in roles essential to advancing an organization’s ideas and interests.  Schön (1963) 
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was the first to acknowledge this essential role of champions, stating, “the new idea either finds a 

champion or dies” (p. 84).  A multitude of studies since have identified champions as a key factor 

in innovation performance and success (e.g., Chakrabarti, 1974; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 

1990b; Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004; Maidique, 1980; Roure, 2001; A. Walter et al., 2011), 

highlighting the importance of better understanding champions.  

Within the context of innovation discussions, the focus is almost always “on the 

individual ‘product’ or ‘innovation’ champion” (Greene, Brush, & Hart, 1999, p. 104).  They are 

important to innovation because promising ideas frequently encounter apathy and resistance 

within organizations and need dedicated and passionate advocates to help them achieve their 

commercial potential (Howell & Higgins, 1990a).  In this regard, a champion’s primary objective 

is to achieve organizational cooperation and top management support for innovations (Roure, 

2001).  However, they do not usually have formal authority or direct control over resources, 

requiring them to rely as much on emotional appeals and socio-political influence as intellectual 

arguments to advance innovations (Yams, 2016).  Because their effectiveness ensures that all 

necessary efforts and resources are applied towards the innovation initiative and makes 

successful outcomes more achievable, selecting talented champions is critical.  

According to S. K. Markham and Aiman-Smith (2001), “champions arise from all levels 

in an organization, and are as likely to support incremental as radical ideas” (p. 44).  This may be 

why in management literature champions are often discussed broadly and anecdotally, without a 

clear definition that captures their essential attributes, methods, and motives (Howell & Higgins, 

1990a; Roure, 2001).  This study examined champions primarily through Roure’s (2001) and 

Jenssen’s and Jørgensen’s (2004) perspectives, which reviewed essential qualities of champions 

recognized across management literature.  As Table 1 demonstrates, most studies have found that 
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the essence of champions can be understood through five essential qualities that reflect not only 

who they are, but other important attributes such as how they work, where they work, and why. 
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Table 1  

Definitions of Product Champions within Management Literature 

   

Category Definition Researcher(s) 
   

   

Character  Willing to take risks Maidique, 1980; S. K. Markham, 1998; 

Schön, 1963 
 An early idea adopter Maidique, 1980 
 Positive behavioral support S. K. Markham et al., 1991 

 Diplomatic talent S. K. Markham, 1998; Chakrabarti &    

   Hauschildt, 1989 
   
Willingness to contribute A strong advocate  Ettlie et al., 1984 
 Enthusiastically promoting Roure, 2001; Schön, 1963 

 Actively and vigorously promoting Beath, 1991; Howell & Higgins, 1990b 
 Inordinate interest S. K. Markham, 1998 

 Pushing the project Beath, 1991 

 A decisive contribution Roure, 2001; Howell & Higgins, 1990b; 

   Rothwell, 1974 
 Advocates…beyond the job requirement S. K. Markham, 1998 
 Overcoming opposition S. K. Markham, 1998 
 Leading a coalition S. K. Markham, 1998 
 Obtains resources Roure, 2001 
   
The means applied Advocate Ettlie et al., 1984; S. K. Markham, 1998; 

Markham et al., 1991 
 Linkage Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989 
 Selling ideas Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989;   

   Schön, 1963; Smith et al., 1984 
 Informal sales Schön, 1963 
 Getting the management’s interest/approval Roure, 2001; Roberts & Fusfeld, 1982; 

Chakrabarti, 1974 
 Translate the technical language of the 

innovation 
Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989 

 Plan action Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989 
 Navigate the socio-political environment D. L. Day, 1994 

 Build support S. K. Markham, 1998; Howell & Higgins, 

1990b 

   
The goals  Successful innovation implementation Maidique, 1980 
 Promoting innovation Shane, 1994 
 Ensuring that innovation is implemented Howell & Higgins, 1990b 
   
The context Inside the corporation D. L. Day, 1994 
 In a situation without the control of 

necessary resources 
Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990 

   

Note.  Adapted from “How do Corporate Champions Promote Innovations?” by Jann Inge Jenssen 

and Geir Jørgensen, 2004, International Journal of Innovation Management, 8(1), p. 64–65. 
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Accordingly, Roure (2001) and Jenssen and Jørgensen (2004) considered not only the 

intrinsic characteristics of champions but also the methods they use, the context in which they 

operate within the organization, and their motivations.  Hence, for the purposes of this research, 

innovation champions are individuals that (a) make informal, but decisive contributions to the 

success of an innovation (b) by assuming the risks associated with its implementation and (c) by 

actively and passionately pursuing the resources and support from top management to advance 

innovation through its critical phases within the organization. 

Innovation Championing Behaviors 

Following Kanter (1988a), West and Farr (1989), and Scott and Bruce (1994), this 

research views innovation as a process that revolves around three distinct innovative behaviors: 

idea generation, idea promotion, and idea realization.  Success in each endeavor “depends upon 

[both] the individual and collective expertise of employees” (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 112) 

who, according to Sonnenwald and Pierce (2000, p.46), “must work together to collect, analyze, 

synthesize and disseminate information throughout the work process.”  

However, collaborative innovative behavior within working groups does not occur 

naturally (Rost, Hölzle, & Gemünden, 2007), and Witte (1973, p. 48) cautioned that “we cannot 

simply take it for granted that, once the problems of decision-making are mastered intellectually, 

the rational solution will be immediately understood and implemented by the competent 

authorities.”  Innovation, at its core, is an act of disruption requiring ideological, structural, and 

behavioral changes that often result in relationship and task conflicts (Jehn, 1997) and can lead to 

tense social interactions where disagreements and conflict are commonplace (Zhang, Chen, & 

Sun, 2015).  It frequently requires organizations to abandon conventional methods and 

established hierarchies in favor of newer, less familiar approaches that carry greater uncertainty 
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and higher risk.  Aversion to these unknown risks frequently manifests as expressions of 

resistance that range from decreased motivation to dissension and can even include deliberate 

sabotage (Janssen, 2004; Rao & Weintraub, 2013; Sonnenwald & Pierce, 2000; Zahra, Yavuz, & 

Ucbasaran, 2006).  These forms of opposition ultimately result in organizational inertia and can 

prevent promising ideas from ever becoming fully realized innovations (Howell et al., 2005; 

Janssen, 2004; Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004; Stevens & Burley, 1997).  

Champions invest significant energy to resolve dissonance within the organization and 

indeed fulfill their essential purpose by working to harmonize disparate and divergent patterns of 

thinking and behaving to achieve binding support for innovations (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004; 

Kleysen & Street, 2001; Madrid, Patterson, Birdi, Leiva, & Kausel, 2014; D. J. Smith, 2007).  

Though they must be able to draw upon strong intellectual and reasoning capabilities to function 

within their roles (Janssen, 2004), it is in managing the sociopolitical elements of resistance and 

conflict that they have the greatest influence on innovation success (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  

This is important because social and situational context are key in shaping innovative behaviors 

(Chell & Athayde, 2004; Funder, 2008) and research has found that employees who report lower 

levels of conflict have higher levels of innovation readiness and are more likely to engage in 

innovative behaviors (Suliman & Al-Shaikh, 2007; Zhang et al., 2015).  In this regard, 

innovation championing is essentially a sociopolitical endeavor which manifests through 

championing behaviors (D. L. Day, 1994; Kleysen & Street, 2001; Maute & Locander, 1994) 

and is likely why Obstfeld (2005) suggested that knowing the source of ICBs could be an 

important predictor of an individual’s capacity for advancing innovations. 

Organizations with effective champions are undoubtedly better positioned to exploit 

opportunities in the marketplace and successfully capitalize upon them (Barczak, 1995).  Their 
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ability to influence innovation outcomes makes it important to understand what attributes may 

predispose some to be more effective than others and justifies focusing ICBs with the same 

interest as the results of these behaviors. 

Maidique (1980) proposed the various ways in which champions contribute to 

organizations, referencing their functions as business innovators, internal entrepreneurs, 

sponsors, change agents, technical managers, and product champions, among many others.  Yet, 

despite widespread recognition throughout management literature, most of the discussion around 

champions has been limited to descriptions of their personal traits and tangential references to 

their agency (e.g., Greene et al., 1999; Lawless & Price, 1992) and role responsibilities (e.g., 

Howell & Higgins, 1990a).  An additional limitation of much of this research has been its 

“binary view of champions” (A. Walter et al., 2011, p. 587), which presumes individuals to be 

either champions or non-champions and infers that benefits automatically result from 

champions’ mere presence within the organization.  For this reason, more recent research has 

examined inherent differences between individual champions and their behaviors to better 

understand which have the most influence on innovation success (e.g., S. K. Markham, 1998; 

Howell, 2005; A. Walter et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2015).  

It is now understood that not all champions are equal (S. K. Markham & Aiman-Smith, 

2001). For example, A. Walter et al. (2011) and S. K. Markham and Aiman-Smith (2001) 

showed that champions’ efforts are not always beneficial, and evidence from research conducted 

by Dakhli and De Clercq (2004) indicates that differences in the human and social capital-

generating potential of individual champions can have direct and varying effects on innovation 

success.  The growing consensus on what makes some champions more effective than others 

(e.g., Howell, 2005; A. Taylor, Cocklin, Brown, & Wilson-Evered, 2011; Yams, 2016) is that 
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more effective champions engage in specific ICBs and do so to a greater degree and with higher 

frequency than less effective individuals (e.g., van Laere & Aggestam, 2016; A. Walter et al., 

2011).  This finding continues to shape ongoing scholarship on ICB in many different areas. 

However, while this information is valuable for evaluating individuals within 

organizations where the capacity and propensity for these behaviors can be observed, it offers 

little assistance for those hiring individuals from outside the organization when there is no 

previous experience with candidates to indicate whether the capacity for these behaviors exists.  

It also does not offer any insight as to whether championing behaviors can be cultivated within 

individuals who have shown the capacity for them, nor does it offer clues as to how they can be 

cultivated.  

Defining and Assessing Innovation Championing Behaviors 

Baregheh, Rowley, and Sambrook (2009, p. 1324) discussed how the lack of a shared 

understanding of innovation and its related constructs has created a “disciplinary void” that 

commonly undermines academic research on the subject.  To avoid similar confusion, it is 

necessary to briefly define the four essential championing behaviors comprising the ICB 

construct.  It is also useful in providing a general framework for other arguments laid out 

throughout this research.  

A. Walter et al.’s (2011) work provides a good foundation for understanding ICB; the 

authors advanced their conceptual contributions to extant literature on ICB using empirical 

analysis that causally relates ICB to innovation success.  From this work, the authors identified 

four critical championing behaviors: pursuing innovative ideas (PII), network building (NWB), 

taking responsibility (TR), and persisting under adversity (PUA; A. Walter et al., 2011).  A. 

Walter et al.’s (2011) work also provides a reliable multi-item, Likert-scale measure to assess 
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ICB and its sub-constructs that has been validated through exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

Pursuing innovative ideas.  Despite the vast amount of energy, time, and resources 

required to produce new ideas within organizations, most never advance beyond the ideation 

phase (Stevens & Burley, 1997) due to social and political resistance, risk aversion, and lack of 

direct managerial support (Howell et al., 2005; Kelley & Lee, 2010).  A defining behavior of 

champions is their propensity to seek out these new ideas and vigorously promote them within 

the organization (Chakrabarti, 1974; A. Walter et al., 2011).  

Research has confirmed that champions not only initiate more attempts to pursue new 

ideas but also use a greater variety of tactics to promote the ideas than non-champions (Howell & 

Higgins, 1990a).  However, their effectiveness stems from more than just the frequency and 

variety of their influence attempts.  Howell et al. (2005) pointed out that there are qualitative 

differences in the way that they promote ideas as well, noting that champions advocate with 

greater enthusiasm and conviction about the potential of the innovation, which is necessary to 

secure top management support and to inspire other principal contributors to action.  

Network building.  Another essential behavior exhibited by champions is NB.  

Successful innovation requires cooperative knowledge and resource sharing across dispersed 

social networks within the organization (Swan, Newell, Scarbrough, & Hislop, 1999).  

Champions serve this vital function, binding essential contributors across the organization within 

information and communication networks necessary for advancing innovations (Jenssen & 

Jørgensen, 2004). 
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The practical benefits of their efforts extend beyond mere goodwill.  These networks also 

provide champions with valuable social capital they can leverage to gain trust, build confidence, 

and stimulate emotional support for their ideas from others (e.g., Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 

1989; Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  The strength and diversity of 

these networks have not only the most significant positive influence on the degree of innovation 

novelty (Nieto & Santamaría, 2007) but also have been shown to have a direct, positive impact 

on the innovation’s success (S. K. Markham, Ward, Aiman-Smith, Kingon, 2010; A. Walter et 

al., 2011). 

Taking responsibility.  Much of the scholarship on innovation has addressed how 

important it is for a champion to take responsibility for an idea in order for it to be successful 

(e.g., Chakrabarti and Hauschildt, 1989; Schön, 1963; Maidique, 1980; S. K. Markham, 1998).  

Though commitments from many individuals within the organization are needed for ideas to 

advance, the timing and degree to which champions take responsibility for them are what 

separate them from non-champions.  Theirs are typically the decisive contributions to the 

innovation made at the critical early stages of its introduction (Howell & Higgins, 1990b), 

without which the idea would not advance.  

Champions exhibit a deep personal commitment to the idea—pursuing it “to a degree that 

goes far beyond the requirements of their job” (Schön, 1963, p. 84)—and they willingly risk both 

reputation and professional status within the organization to advance the innovation.  A. Walter 

et al. (2011) noted that this personal commitment is necessary because it sends a credible signal 

to key stakeholders about the innovation’s potential, ensuring adequate attention, urgency, and 

resources are provided. 
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Persisting under adversity.  Even when the reasons for pursuing innovation are 

understood and accepted by an organization’s members, major social, political, methodological, 

and structural challenges can encumber the innovation process (Howell & Shea, 2001; Mirow, 

Hoelzle, & Gemuenden, 2008; Witte, 1973).  Functional and interpersonal conflicts are common 

and can be a consequence of misaligned ideologies and risk avoidant behaviors as well as the 

disruptions to the organization’s status quo, which are necessary for innovations to emerge (Jehn, 

1997; Zhang et al., 2015).  For this reason, much of the research on championing is based on the 

premise that organizational climates are naturally unsupportive of innovation and raw inventions 

could not be become successfully commercialized innovations without champions (Hoholm & 

Araujo, 2011; Lichtenthaler & Ernst, 2009).  

Resiliency and staying power are essential attributes of champions within the hostile 

climate of organizational innovation.  Continuous promotion of innovations, despite near-

constant pressure and opposition—and without loss of enthusiasm—distinguishes champions 

from non-champions (Howell et al., 2005; S. K. Markham et al., 1991; F. Walter, Cole, & 

Humphrey, 2011).  Their persistence is not only needed to push innovations through the critical 

early stages of development but also helps innovation teams themselves become more resilient 

and adaptive to change, which further improves the chances of innovation success (Oeij, 2018).  

Emotional Intelligence and Innovation Championing Behavior 

The concept of EI is, without question, one of the most commercially popular concepts to 

come out of management literature in the last two decades (Joseph et al., 2015).  In short, the EI 

construct is characterized by a spectrum of qualities that influence the way individuals perceive, 

understand, reflect, and manage emotions in themselves and others in response to social demands 

and to achieve personal or social goals (Ashkanasy & Daus, 2005; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; van 
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der Linden et al., 2017).  It is important in almost all situations that involve engagement with 

others.  Due to its value in understanding and shaping interpersonal interactions and people 

management within organizations, EI has spawned significant scholarship in strategic 

management domains as well as other organizational behavior (OB) disciplines.  The concept has 

become so popular in recent years that it no longer is an object of exclusive academic interest but 

is also widely recognized and applied by the business community in hiring, training, professional 

development, and team-building initiatives (Joseph et al., 2015).  

As interest in EI has grown, so too has the division of opinion regarding its definition, 

measurement, and applications in a variety of management contexts, which potentially 

undermines its application in other uses (Mayer et al., 2004).   The lack of consensus regarding 

EI stems, at least in part, from the fact that the term EI has historically been used to describe two 

relatively distinct theoretical constructs: one an ability-based model of EI and the other a trait-

based model of EI (Ackley, 2016; Joseph et al., 2015; O’Connor, Hill, Kaya, & Martin, 2019).  

For this reason, the EI construct has been criticized at times as theoretically flawed and, quite 

possibly, a misappropriation of other intelligences, behavioral concepts, or personality constructs 

(e.g., Conte, 2005; Landy, 2005; Locke, 2005; van der Linden et al., 2017).  To preclude similar 

confusion in this paper, the basic differences between the EI models and the rationale for using a 

trait-based approach in this paper are clearly articulated in the following section.  

Defining Emotional Intelligence  

Ability emotional intelligence.  An ability-based perspective of EI (ability EI) regards 

EI as an expression of one’s individual aptitude for managing social interactions, especially as it 

relates to situations involving emotional effort (Kong, 2014; Lopes, 2016; Salovey & Mayer, 

1990).  The ability EI model proposes that emotions are processed in four distinct ways that 
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include: (a) the ability to perceive emotions in one’s self and other individuals, (b) the ability to 

accurately interpret emotions, (c) the ability to use emotions to facilitate other cognitive 

processes, and (d) the ability to regulate and manage one’s own and others’ emotions (Ashkanasy 

& Daus, 2005; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999).  

Ability EI is distinguished from other conceptualizations of EI primarily in that its 

proponents believe EI is an innate ability (i.e., not a behavior) and emphasize that it is merely a 

different domain within a singular, rational intelligence, distinct from personality and other 

domains of intelligence and important because it enhances rational thought (Jordan, Ashkanasy, 

Charmine, Härtel, & Hooper, 2002; Joseph & Newman, 2010; Mayer et al., 2003; Wong & Law, 

2002).  Because it is believed to be naturally determined, its advocates maintain that its potential 

for development is inherently limited by the individual capacity of each person (Mayer, Roberts, 

& Barsade, 2008). 

Trait-based emotional intelligence.  Advocates of the trait-based model of EI (trait 

EI)—alternately termed mixed EI, depending upon how EI is assessed—view it as a multi-

faceted construct that considers innate ability but also encompasses a variety of other skills, 

personality traits, and behavioral preferences relevant to effective socio-emotional interaction 

(Ashkanasy & Daus, 2005; Joseph et al., 2015; Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2012).  The trait 

EI perspective captures information about an individual’s achievement motivation, impulse 

control, flexibility, sociability, assertiveness, and sense of self-efficacy (Joseph et al., 2015; 

Mayer et al., 2008).  A pillar of the trait EI construct is its reliance on situational context to 

interpret expressions of EI, making it extremely popular in management applications where 

understanding the impacts of emotionally intelligent behavior in often vastly different 
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performance contexts requires a broader explanation of EI than is available through the ability EI 

perspective (Lopes, 2016). 

Proponents of both theoretical models present many compelling arguments corresponding 

to their positions on the EI construct.  However, empirical evaluations contrasting their 

respective theoretical positions against observations in practice provide clear support for 

espousing the trait EI perspective in management contexts (Miao, Humphrey, & Qian, 2017; 

O’Boyle et al., 2011; O’Connor et al., 2019).  Research on these measures has validated them as 

reliable predictors of multiple emotion-related outcomes, especially as the effects on workplace 

performance are concerned (Miao et al., 2017; Miao, Humphrey, & Qian, 2018; O’Boyle, et al., 

2011).  Thus, a trait EI perspective to explore EI’s effects on championing behavior within the 

context of organizational innovation makes similar sense. 

Understanding Championing Behaviors Through the Trait Emotional Intelligence 

Perspective 

Joseph et al.’s (2015) meta-analytic research found only a moderate intercorrelation 

between measurements from trait EI and ability EI instruments across research on the EI 

construct.  In studies specifically examining the relationship between EI and job performance, 

the two produce far more distinct and divergent patterns of results (Joseph et al., 2015; Lopes, 

2016; F. Walter et al., 2011).  Joseph and Newman (2010), for example, found that trait or mixed 

EI measures demonstrate far greater ability to predict job performance relative to ability EI 

measures when their criterion-related validity coefficients are compared (p̂ = .47 and p̂ = .18, 

respectively).  Results from other meta-analyses of trait or mixed EI measurement in 

performance contexts have demonstrated that it can predict job performance beyond cognitive 

ability and Big Five personality traits in situations where ability EI measures exhibit almost no 
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incremental validity (Joseph & Newman, 2010; Joseph et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2011; van der 

Linden et al., 2017). 

Differences in the abilities of trait EI and ability EI to predict job performance likely stem 

from dissimilarities in the way tests of each are designed and administered (Lopes, 2016; F. 

Walter et al., 2011).  In general, ability EI research has focused on theoretical understandings of 

emotions in conjectural applications, and hence, most ability EI measures assess test-takers’ 

judgement in hypothetical situations involving emotional regulation (Lopes, 2016; MacCann & 

Roberts, 2008; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 2016; O’Connor et al., 2019).  A criticism of such 

tests, however, is that they may only evaluate a subject’s ability to identify appropriate emotional 

responses within the narrow context and choices of test questions, rather than a capacity to effect 

results in stressful, real-life situations (Lopes, 2016; Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999; F. Walter et al., 

2011).  They can also ignore the parts of emotional processing that are auto-regulated and occur 

subconsciously (F. Walter et al., 2011).  Furthermore, these tests do not account for the influence 

that effective outward expressions of emotions have on group communication and leadership and 

many other complexities of emotional regulation in group settings (Bargh & Williams, 2007; 

Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987; Côté & Hideg, 2011; Lopes, 2016).  

When promoting innovations within their organizations, champions integrate a wide 

range of skills, abilities, experiences, and personality traits within their decisions and judgements 

(Howell & Higgins, 1990b).  They apply these competencies in a manner that is dynamic, 

complementary to other skills, abilities, and personal attributes, and as fluid as the shifting 

demands of the innovation project itself (Howell et al., 2005).  When the additional complexities 

of the organizational setting are layered over this, it is unreasonable to expect that individual 
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competencies are unilaterally employed, much less that they can be measured and accounted for 

in isolation.  

Skills, abilities, experiences, and personality traits all play a role in determining and 

shaping behaviors and have an impact on job performance (Ajzen, 1987; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Mixed-model EI accounts for all, which is likely why it has more 

reliable predictive abilities relative to workplace performance than ability EI.  Because a key 

outcome of this research is reliable and predictable application of its conclusions in practice, a 

mixed EI perspective is used for all subsequent discussions.  The following sections explain EI’s 

role in the creation of social capital and establish the crucial theoretical link between EI and ICB.   

Resource-Based View of Champions and Championing Behavior 

In the seminal work The Theory of the Growth of the Firm, Penrose (1959) proposed that 

how firms manage their resources is a better determinant of their competitiveness and growth 

than merely having resources themselves.  The resource-based view of the firm that sprang from 

Penrose’s (1959) work established an inseparable link between traditional economics and the 

notion of strategic management, demonstrating that a firm’s successful economic performance is 

inextricably linked to the capabilities of its managers (Kor & Mahoney, 2000).  

There have been many subsequent criticisms of Penrose’s (1959) work and its “‘single 

argument’…which [centers] on the role of human purpose in the ‘black box’ of the firm” 

(Blundel, 2015, p. 3) as too narrowly constructed and in need of amendments that consider other 

influences on organizational performance.  Yet, in their classification and assessment of almost 

50 years of criticisms of Penrose’s (1959) resource-based view, Kraaijenbrink, Spender, and 

Groen (2010) dismissed the majority as “incorrect or [applicable] only when the [resource-based 
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view] is taken to its logical or impractical extreme” (p. 351).  Furthermore, they suggested that 

“better demarcating the [resource-based view] and its variables can contain them” (Kraaijenbrink 

et al., 2010, p. 351).  

Of the remaining critiques—namely, tautological concerns which potentially undermine 

the theoretical applications and the assumption that organizations possess sufficient and similar 

abilities to deploy their resources—only the latter is of specific concern to this paper (Barney, 

2001).  However, the arguments proposed herein accept that there can be vast differences in the 

deployment capabilities of organizations and this paper resolves this concern by explaining how 

an organization’s unique resource deployment capabilities result from the innovation-promoting 

behaviors of its champions.  An organization’s ability to sufficiently leverage its resources 

similarly depends upon the individual-specific competencies of champions and their ability to 

translate them into competitive advantages that lead to commercial gain (Howell & Shea, 2001). 

Despite the prominent role of champions in organizations, empirical studies about 

championing behaviors are sparse (S. K. Markham & Aiman-Smith, 2001; Roure, 2001).  As a 

result, it is still unclear how individual differences between champions influence the expression 

of behaviors and why this may make some more effective than others.  Several scholars have 

argued that this is because most prior research has been performed without a clear theoretical 

foundation and proposed that the act of championing is better understood as a resource 

acquisition process, contending that champions do not own or control the resources required for 

innovation but rather engage in struggles to control which resources to acquire and the decisions 

on how to combine them (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985; Van de Ven, 

1993).  From this perspective, a compelling case can be made for a resource-based view of 

champions and championing (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  
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An earlier work by Greene et al. (1999) supported Jenssen’s and Jørgensen’s (2004) 

views, arguing that successful individuals affect innovation outcomes by applying human and 

social capital as a resource acquisition strategy, leveraging “individual-specific resources” 

(Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001, p. 755) to influence control over the organization’s human and 

physical resources when and as needed.  From this perspective, the “resource-based theory 

provides the most comprehensive theoretical foundation framework in which champions may be 

interpreted” (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004, p. 64).  

Champions have long been recognized as the individuals responsible for the essential acts 

of resource synthesis and management within their organizations (e.g., Schön, 1963).  Because 

innovation itself is a process that revolves around the identification, synthesis, combination, and 

management of resources (Greene et al., 1999), a resource-based view is an appropriate 

perspective through which to examine its principal actors: champions, ICB, and its antecedents 

(Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  

Though most applications of resource-based theory have examined ex ante effects on the 

organization at large, this research parallels Venkataraman, MacMillan, and McGrath (1992), 

Greene et al. (1999), and Jenssen and Jørgensen (2004) in the application of a resource-based 

perspective to examine the effects that individuals themselves have on organizational processes.  

Importantly, it adheres to a resource-based view that considers champions not only as resource 

managers who identify, combine, and coordinate resources within the innovation process but also 

as resources themselves, possessing unique, individual competencies that organizations can 

leverage for competitive gain (first proposed by Penrose, 1959; expanded upon by J. Barney, 

1991; Foss, Klein, Kor, & Mahoney, 2008; Peteraf, 1993; Rumelt, 1987; Wernerfeldt, 1984).  

These views follow Burgelman (1984) in the perception of (corporate venture) champions as rare 
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resources, Mitton (1987), Muzyka (1988), and Shane (1994) in considering individual-specific 

competencies as separate resources within their resource-based examinations of venture 

managers, and Alvarez and Busenitz (2001) in reinforcing that “individuals sometimes embody 

bundles of heterogeneous resources” (p.771) themselves.  Binding support for this dual approach 

comes from Greene et al. (1999), who maintained that champions not only serve important 

management functions but rely on individual competencies that “underlie the decisions about 

resource combinations and deployment” (p. 106), which should also be regarded as resources.  

Conner’s (1991) work also supports the dual approach but focused more specifically on 

the social aspects of resource management.  Connor’s (1991) review of the neoclassical perfect 

competition model of resource-based theory highlighted teamwork as critical to the concept of 

resource recombination, characterizing the firm “as the embodiment of team production” (p. 

123).  Jenssen and Havnes (2002) and Jenssen and Jørgensen (2004) built upon these human and 

social capital characteristics of champions in their use of resource-based theory to explain how 

each of these characteristics manifests as a resource within the organization; the authors 

distinguished human capital as the benefits that originate from an individual’s personality, 

experience, and competencies and social capital as the value that stems from one’s individual 

social network.  According to Chell and Athayde (2009), these resources can be unique and rare 

and applied to competitive advantage in the same manner as other firm resources.  Champions, 

like venture managers, may employ rational strategies to advance their firms’ objectives, but 

they must also be competent at interpersonal interaction to drive needed innovation-promoting 

behaviors in others (Yams, 2016).  Likewise, champions must be able to identify with the 

concerns of individuals and groups, modify their approach relative to the needs of each, and 

engage in socially appropriate influence tactics in many different situations and circumstances 
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(Crawford & Strohkirch, 1997).  For this reason, examinations about innovation championing 

must also include its social capital considerations, which are discussed in the following section. 

This research advances the resource-based view of champions and championing.  It 

provides theoretical arguments explaining how EI is an individual-specific competency that 

engenders human and social capital necessary for collaboration and helps explain why some 

champions are more effective than others.  An empirical approach was used to test whether a 

significant relationship exists between EI and ICBs.  In addition to showing support for a 

resource-based view of championing, this paper provides a new perspective on the relationship 

between social capital and EI.  New evidence has meaningful academic and management 

implications, serving both to inform a broader understanding of champions and championing and 

advance hiring managers’ ability to make reliable, a priori assessments of the championing 

potential of prospective employees. 

Understanding Championing Through Human Capital and Social Capital Theories 

The resource-based view is one of the most widely appealing and popular theoretical 

frameworks in management literature, arguably because of its durability over the past six 

decades in explaining how individual-level abilities and strategies translate into sustainable 

competitive advantages at the organizational level (Delery & Roumpi, 2017).  However, the 

extent to which it alone can bridge the micro-macro divide frequently comes into question and 

remains an issue, particularly within OB and strategic human resource management (SHRM) 

literature (e.g., Collins, 2021; Delery & Roumpi, 2017; Kaufman, 2020).  

The principal tenets of the resource-based view establish resources and capabilities as 

essential sources of sustained competitive advantage for organizations (Penrose, 1959).  
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Importantly, they define resources and capabilities as bundles of assets that can be either tangible 

or intangible in nature, include the organization’s ability to leverage its resources, the structures, 

processes, and routines for managing them, and the information and knowledge it has for 

choosing appropriate strategies and effectively executing them (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  

Despite the broad applications enabled through these definitions, the resource-based view 

perspective has limitations. 

Chief among the criticisms of the resource-based view perspective is its failure to 

differentiate firm resources according to relative value, treating all resources—tangible and 

intangible alike—as conceptually equivalent (Kraaijenbrink, 2011).  Conspicuously missing, 

especially as it relates to OB and SHRM applications, is an analysis of human and social capital 

relative to the firm’s other resources.  However, this does not diminish the resource-based view 

perspective or its value in helping to describe, explain, and predict organizational relationships.  

Rather, J. B. Barney, Ketchen, and Wright (2011) argued that the resource-based view simply 

becomes more meaningful when interlinked with other perspectives and theories that address 

these gaps.  Human capital theory (HCT; Becker, 1964) and social capital theory (SCT; 

Bourdieu, 1985) lend themselves well to the resource-based view perspective because they fill 

the relative value gap by providing important theoretical contributions distinguishing between a 

resource’s potential value and its realized value and explain how this difference is mediated by 

the intrinsic human qualities and the relationship-building activities of the individuals managing 

them (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010).  

Human capital theory is founded upon the axiomatic principle that employees possess 

vastly different knowledge and skills, which subsequently leads to them having unequal strategic 

importance to firms (Lepak & Snell, 1999).  Early works by Becker (e.g., 1962, 1964) and 
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Schultz (1961) were the first to define contemporary notions of human capital, which is regarded 

as the collective set of knowledge, skills, applied experiences, and competencies of individuals 

which result from deliberate investment by firms (Kianto, Sáenz & Nekane, 2017; Winterton & 

Cafferkey, 2019).  Recent scholarship on HCT has underscored the importance of knowledge as 

an essential value-creating asset for organizations and has reinforced the notion of champions—

by virtue of their unique knowledge, skills, and competencies—as valuable resources themselves 

(Kianto et al., 2017). 

Human capital is neither owned nor controlled by the firm (Spender, 1996).  However, it 

can be argued that human capital is the most important of all firm resources because a firm 

simply could not accomplish anything without it, innovation included.  De Winne and Sels 

(2010) rightfully point out that synthesizing new knowledge (i.e., innovating) requires the 

application of existing knowledge, even at the most basic level.  Thus, employees’ knowledge, 

skills, experience, and expertise become the most valuable resources needed for organizational 

innovation. 

  The SCT, in general terms, proposes that capital—of both real and non-material, or 

social, value—arises when social networks are created to leverage the collective effort or 

resources of a group towards the achievement of a common goal (N. Lin, 2002).  Recent 

discussions of SCT importantly include the “intentional creation, introduction, and application of 

new ideas within a work role, group, or organization, in order to benefit role performance, the 

group, or the organization” (Janssen, 2004, p. 202).  Although the concept dates back as early as 

the 1890s, contemporary conceptualizations of social capital trace back to French sociologist 

Pierre Bourdieu and American economist Glen Loury (Portes, 2000a).  
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Loury’s (1977) contributions to the concept of social capital established that the quality 

of one’s social network could create benefits or introduce disparities and explored the duality of 

social capital through both its additive and subtractive properties.  Though Loury’s use of social 

capital was cursory and more narrowly focused, the treatment of the subject matter validated its 

application in sociological and management contexts (Coleman, 1988; N. Lin, 2008; Portes, 

2000a).  

Bourdieu’s work contributed to a modern understanding of SCT by establishing that it is 

comprised of two distinct parts, the first being the social connection itself—which gives 

individuals access to resources otherwise owned by others within the group—and the second 

being the amount and quality of the resources resulting from the social enterprise (Bourdieu, 

1985; Portes, 2000a, 2000b).  Bourdieu’s writings are frequently credited in research examining 

the relationship between social capital and championing behavior (e.g., Greene et al., 1999; 

Meaton & Low, 2003; Negoita, Rahrovani, Lapointe, Pinsonneault, & Mirza, 2012). 

Coleman’s works (1988; 1990) refined Bourdieu’s and Loury’s perspectives and 

significantly expanded the meaning of social capital to include a description of some of the 

mechanisms that act as precursors to its development.  Most relevant to this research, Coleman 

(1990) distinguished that individuals comprising social networks could also be “corporate 

actors” (p. S98) and qualified that the beneficiaries of social capital could also include corporate 

organizations (Coleman, 1988).  Natural formation of social networks within organizations 

cannot be assumed and individuals are needed who can invest strategic, purposeful effort to 

ensure their creation and survival (Bourdieu, 1985; Portes, 2000a).  However, these individuals 

must possess the competence to build social structures and the sociopolitical influence to 

maintain them.  Because the value they create for their organizations comes not only from their 
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acts of social networking but also from the content of their ties (Adler & Kwon, 2002), 

differences in the qualities and competencies of the individuals who lead these efforts can result 

in differences in social capital.  

Champions provide two vital sources of resources within organizations.  Their unique, 

intrinsic human qualities make them valuable human capital resources themselves and, through 

deliberate and goal-oriented championing behaviors (Maidique, 1980; Schön, 1963), they create 

valuable sources of social capital within organizations, resources which they use to achieve 

binding support for innovation initiatives (S. K. Markham et al., 1991).  Yet, championing 

activities are not consistently linear or positive and differences in individual champions can 

produce big differences in the results from championing efforts (A. Walter et al., 2011).  

Subsequent sections of this paper argue that these differences manifest through innovation 

championing behaviors and that an individual’s EI can be used to determine the propensity for 

these behavioral expressions. 

Applying Resource-Based View, Human Capital Theory and Social Capital Theory to 

Connect Emotional Intelligence and Innovation Championing Behavior 

Innovation occurs when organizations apply their social, intellectual, and knowledge-

based resources towards competitive advantages (Subramaniam & Youndt, 2005).  Galunic and 

Rodan (1998) argued that these efforts are, at their core, an act of “resource recombinations” (p. 

1193), a process that requires individuals to manipulate homogenous inputs in novel ways to 

form heterogeneous, new resources with greater collective output value than the constituent 

parts.  Because resistance is inevitable, significant effort must be invested to ensure cooperation 

(Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004).  This undertaking demands champions with an ability to create and 

spend social capital towards this end.  
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In their research on entrepreneurship and corporate venture championing, Alvarez and 

Busenitz (2001) noted that successful individuals must possess not just a “unique awareness of 

opportunities” (p.771) but more importantly, the social influence to acquire needed resources and 

exploit opportunities by recombining them in novel ways.  Similarly, Obstfeld (2005) and 

Ahearne, Lam and Kraus (2014) described innovation championing as an act that is as much a 

social endeavor as a cognitive process and identified socio-political behavior and social 

coordination as essential for innovation.  These views are echoed in several other studies on 

champions which emphasize “diplomatic talents” (Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989, p. 163), 

“political astuteness” (S. K. Markham, 2000, p. 430), and “higher order interpersonal 

capabilities” (Doyle, 2002, p. 470) as indispensable championing abilities.  

Goleman’s (1995; 1998a; 1998b; 2001; 2007) works examining the relationship between 

EI and performance established that EI can be more beneficial to improved workplace 

performance than intellectual ability in these social situations.  Understanding if these effects 

translate specifically to ICB is noteworthy not just because it potentially adds new information to 

the literature on innovation but—knowing that innovation championing subsequently improves 

firm performance (Akgün, Keskin, & Byrne, 2009; Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Howell et al., 

2005; Klerkx & Aarts, 2013; A. Walter et al., 2011)—also because it has far-ranging and 

immediate implications in practice.  This is because EI can be consistently developed over time 

(Goleman, 2001), giving managers another mechanism through which to influence innovation 

success, unlike IQ, which reaches its peak sometime in late adolescence and can no longer be 

significantly shaped afterwards (Hartshorne & Germine, 2015).  

According to Bono and Ilies (2006) and Sy, Côté, and Saavedra (2005), the emotions and 

associated behaviors of leaders can significantly influence the emotional reactions of other 
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individuals and groups in the workplace.  This influence has a direct effect on the job 

performance of followers, which can be positive or negative in relation to the emotions and 

behaviors exhibited by the leader (McColl-Kennedy & Anderson, 2002; Pirola-Merlo, Härtel, 

Mann, & Hirst, 2002).  Similarly, many studies have shown individual EI has a positive effect on 

attitudes, behaviors, and performance for both individuals and teams (Jordan & Troth, 2002; 

Shih & Susanto, 2010; Wong & Law, 2002; Zhang et al., 2015).  Given the role of emotions in 

shaping the behaviors and performance of others (F. Walter et al., 2011), it follows that the EI of 

an individual leader could be critical not only in successfully managing others but could also 

serve as a reliable predictor of workplace behaviors (Jordan & Troth, 2002; Zhang et al., 2015).  

The positive effects of individual EI on group participation and performance improvement are 

well known (A. L. Day & Carroll, 2004; Stubbs Koman & Wolff, 2008) but do not hold up when 

the EI of groups are similarly compared to group performance (A. L. Day & Carroll, 2004; 

Feyerherm & Rice, 2002; Quoidbach & Hansenne, 2009).  Thus, an analysis of individual EI on 

performance as interpreted through championing behaviors has greater bearing on this research. 

Hypotheses 

Emotional Intelligence and Innovation Championing Behavior 

Understanding how to predictably achieve successful outcomes from investments has 

fueled organizations’ interest in the drivers of innovation effectiveness for decades (Utterback, 

1971).  Scholarship connecting champions and championing behaviors to successful innovation 

outcomes (e.g., Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Maidique, 1980; Schön, 1963; A. Walter et al., 2011) 

has motivated academics and managers alike to explore the qualities that predispose champions 

to enact the specific behaviors that make them more effective, especially related to their selection 
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and development (Akgün, Keskin, Byrne, & Aren, 2007; Howell & Higgins, 1990b; Mollick, 

2012). 

This study proposes that EI is a precursor (i.e., an antecedent) to ICB based upon the 

argument that high levels of EI are both a source of human capital (Singh, 2010) and necessary 

to produce social capital (Freshman & Rubino, 2004).  This argument is built by relating 

champions’ human capital qualities (e.g., personality, individual traits, experiences, abilities, 

competencies; Chrusciel, 2008; Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004) and the 

social capital that results from championing (e.g., information sharing, engendering trust and 

reciprocity, rearranging social conventions and norms, networking; Buchanan & Badham, 1999; 

Chrusciel, 2008; Hatzakis, Lycett, Macredie, & Martin, 2005; Howell & Higgins, 1990a; Jenssen 

& Jørgensen, 2004) to the behaviors of effective individual champions (e.g., Howell & Higgins, 

1990a, 1990b; Schön, 1963; Scott & Bruce, 1994; A. Walter et al., 2011).  

Understanding individual effectiveness and job performance through the lens of 

competencies has long been an accepted method to examine individual achievement in work 

contexts (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970).  Thus, much of the foundational 

scholarship on EI (e.g., Goleman, 1998b, 2007; Salovey & Mayer, 1990) and a large volume of 

the work since follows this approach (Boyatzis, 2009).  According to Boyatzis (2008, 2016), 

emotional and social intelligence competencies explain a substantial and significant amount of 

the variability in predicting individual performance in competency research.  Therefore, it is the 

best approach to explore the mechanisms behind any relationship between EI and ICB.  

It is possible that differences in the competencies related to emotion processing within 

champions create qualitative differences in the championing behaviors they choose, which likely 
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explains significant variations in the effectiveness of some champions compared to others.  

Indeed, though champions must possess a myriad of other skills and abilities, their effectiveness 

and related performance outcomes have correlated more specifically to EI competencies than 

other qualities in several studies (Boyatzis, 2009; Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004).  

Given the contingencies between the characteristics of individuals who enact 

championing behaviors with high frequency and the attributes of individuals with high EI, it is 

reasonable to expect a causal relationship between the two.  It stands to reason that individuals 

with higher EI will not only possess more expansive social networks but also higher quality 

connections, greater breadth and depth of socio-emotional competencies to draw upon, and better 

persuasive ability than those with lower EI.  It is proposed that higher EI champions will also be 

better at developing others, exerting influence, serving as a catalyst for change, and building the 

bonds needed for collaboration and teamwork than lower EI individuals.  Moreover, because 

differences in the qualities and abilities of individuals have significant bearing on their choices 

and expressions of behaviors (Motowildo, Borman & Schmit, 1997) and high EI can be a reliable 

predictor of workplace performance (e.g., Joseph et al., 2015; Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004), 

it is entirely conceivable that EI is a precursor to ICB.  This may explain why differences in the 

effectiveness of individual champions are not accounted for by other qualities (e.g., cognitive 

ability, academic achievement, memory; Bratton, Dodd, & Brown, 2011).  It could also explain 

why behaviors that are more socio-emotional in nature exhibited stronger linear relationships 

with innovation success in a previous study (A. Walter et al., 2011).  Based upon these reasons, it 

is expected that higher levels of overall EI will be associated with greater degrees of overall 

championing behavior.  Hence, it is proposed that:  

H1: There is a positive correlation between EI and ICB. 
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The following sections explore the relationships between EI and each of the ICB sub-

constructs to understand how each respectively contributes to the theorized EI–ICB effect.  It is 

believed that a better understanding of these relationships may lead to insights about how 

innovation champions effect changes within their organizations as well as serve as a meaningful 

lens through which further analysis of EI’s effects can be done. 

Emotional intelligence and pursuing innovative ideas.  The concept of EI is important 

in realizing one’s own strengths and limitations, interpreting and modifying one’s own behaviors 

in response to feedback, and influencing the behavior of others (Boyatzis, 1982).  When a firm 

pursues new ideas, it must frequently abandon known strengths and familiar processes to enter 

new markets and attract new customers (Ciborra, 2009).  Careful consideration of competitive 

capabilities and inherent rigidities is needed to increase the chances of success from new 

ventures (Leonard-Barton, 1992).  Goleman’s (2001) research underscores EI’s value in 

facilitating behavioral restraint in these instances, as well as its role in managing distressing 

emotions like fear, anxiety, and anger, which can lead to emotional impulsivity and induce risk-

avoidant behavior and discourage the pursuit of new ideas.  

It is presumed that champions with higher EI are more likely to accurately self-assess and 

thus, be more likely to align their and their teams’ strengths to ideas that are appropriate and 

proportionate to their abilities and risk tolerances.  As a result, it is assumed that they will be less 

likely to shrink from unknown challenges and be better at inspiring confidence in others during 

long periods of uncertainty.  Honest and frequent inventories of individual limitations and needs 

will also likely make them better adapted to manage unforeseen circumstances.  They will be less 

likely to overestimate their abilities and more apt instead to solicit outside assistance from others 
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with complementary strengths and secure additional resources as needed to advance their ideas.  

Thus, it is also proposed: 

H1a: There is a positive correlation between EI and PII. 

Emotional intelligence and taking responsibility.  The concept of EI-enabled self-

awareness has long been recognized as an important precursor to effective leader behaviors (Van 

Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993).  This is expected to lead to greater propensity for champions to 

take responsibility for innovations.  Self-aware individuals generally function within the 

organization in more mindful ways, operating beyond the myopias of self-interest and personal 

agendas, which makes them more likely to prioritize the needs of the organization (Higgs & 

Rowland, 2010).  They also understand the extent to which their behaviors can either impede or 

contribute to progress (Higgs & Rowland, 2010) and how to use this information to effect 

changes in their environment (Duval & Silvia, 2002).  Their ability to perceive the discrepancy 

between their current state and a desired one leads them to engage in behaviors to minimize the 

discrepancy (Evans, Baer, & Segerstrom, 2009).  

It is presumed that higher EI champions are not only more cognizant of their strengths 

and weaknesses but are also more likely to interpret and apply them with the organization’s 

innovation needs in mind.  In so doing, they will engage in behaviors that lead them to take 

greater personal responsibility for ensuring successful outcomes from its investments. 

 According to Hackman (1986) and Uhl-Bien and Graen (1992), another dimension of EI, 

defined as self-management, which captures an individual’s propensity and capacity for taking 

responsibility for planning, monitoring, managing, and successfully completing tasks and 

processes related to one’s work performance, also influences behavioral responses.  This 
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definition is consistent and compatible with that offered by Van de Ven (1993), who expanded 

the view of individual self-management within the context of innovation championing to include 

responsibility for managing people, ideas, relationships, transactions, and even social structures.  

The arguments put forth in this paper build from both of these perspectives and later 

contributions from S. E. Markham and Markham (1995) and Prussia, Anderson, and Manz 

(1998), who recast self-management within the larger conceptual domain of self-leadership as an 

antecedent to self-efficacy and indicated it has a direct influence on behavioral choices.  Given 

the influence self-management behaviors have on self-efficacy perceptions (e.g., Dilorio, 

Faherty, Manteuffel, Hoeffer, & Hilbert, 1992; Frayne & Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 

1989) and the positive relationship between higher self-efficacy perception and willingness to 

take on risk and responsibility (e.g., Bandura, 2000; Chen, Greene, & Crick, 1998), it can be 

reasoned that champions who more often take responsibility for innovations within their 

organizations have greater self-management ability, as evidenced by higher EI. 

Wegner and Schaefer (1978) asserted that it is natural for individuals to seek to reduce 

discrepancies between current conditions and a desired state through attitude changes and action 

once they become aware of them.  In an organizational setting, social awareness may be another 

key behavioral determinant which drives champions to take responsibility for innovations 

Abdullah, Lai, Hamid, Takala & Wahab, 2021).  An individual’s behavioral responses are 

determined by an awareness of situational and social cues and an ability to interpret and react 

appropriately to these perceived cues (Gollwitzer, 1999), which makes it highly probable that 

early resistance and a lack of collaborative effort from key contributors and groups trigger 

attitudinal changes and behavioral responses in champions that result in them taking greater 

responsibility for the innovation effort.  According to Thoresen (2005), real-world situations 



EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE AND CHAMPIONING BEHAVIOR  

44 

 

naturally promote responsibility behaviors in individuals as a response to events or 

circumstances requiring practical solutions, especially when negative consequences from 

inaction are anticipated.  

Arguments offered by social-exchange theory (SET) suggest another dynamic may be a 

factor as well (e.g., Foa & Foa 1974; Thibaut & Kelly, 1959).  The SET advocates contend that 

actions arising from naturally altruistic and empathic motives (i.e., when an individual without 

any obvious benefit acts to advance the interests or mitigate the distress of others) represent what 

is known as prosocial behavior. (e.g., Batson, 2014; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).  Taking 

responsibility in response to awareness of individual and group needs is a form of prosocial 

behavior that individuals often use to signal their ongoing commitment to their groups and secure 

benefits that can be shared by all (Thoresen, 2005).  It can certainly be argued that champions 

exhibit prosocial behaviors from this perspective.  Hence, higher EI manifested through greater 

social awareness is also expected to positively affect the frequency with which champions 

demonstrate behaviors associated with TR for the innovation effort.  Therefore, 

H1b: There is a positive correlation between EI and TR. 

Emotional intelligence and network building.  In most instances, no individual alone 

can acquire all the resources and information needed to successfully commercialize new ideas 

(Sonnenwald & Pierce, 2000).  Multiple disconnected contributors must cooperate to collect, 

analyze, synthesize, and share information if promising ideas are to manifest as commercially 

successful innovations (Smil, 2011).  Consequently, new social connections are frequently 

needed for innovation initiatives to advance (Obstfeld, 2005).  Champions facilitate this by 

actively building networks within the organization which serve as conduits through which 
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information is disseminated, ideas exchanged, and resources shared through collaborative effort 

(M. L. Tushman & Scanlan, 1981).  

Trist and Bamforth (1951) were some of the first to explore the importance of the human 

experience within the context of innovation.  The socio-technical systems (STS) theory (Trist & 

Murray, 1993) that followed their early work elevated the social aspects of innovation to equal 

importance as the technical aspects of a project.  Subsequent scholarship (e.g., Grint & Woolgar, 

1997; MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999; Orlikowski, 1992) has identified this dimension of EI, 

regarded as social awareness, as key to pursuing innovative ideas because innovation frequently 

involves group effort and because it also serves an important role in linking the technical and 

social aspects of innovation (Dawson & Daniel, 2010).  

According to Trist and Murray (1993), innovation is fundamentally a social process 

within which the technical, social, economic, and political elements of a group’s collective effort 

to pursue innovative ideas dynamically interact.  While commercial and economic success 

remain the ultimate goal of innovation, the authors stressed that a shared social objective 

underpins all successful innovative activity (Trist & Murray, 1993).  Innovation often requires 

the creation of new social connections between people so that, by bridging and exchanging 

previously disparate resources and technical knowledge, new ideas emerge for the group to 

pursue (Obstfeld, 2005).  Social awareness is necessary to ensure that groups share a common 

goal, are aligned on how to pursue it, and collectively own the result (Dawson & Daniel, 2010).  

However, collaborative behavior within groups does not occur on its own (Rost et al., 

2007).  Individual champions fulfill the important purpose of engaging, driving, and managing 

the collective effort of groups to pursue innovative ideas (Howell & Shea, 2001).  It is presumed 

that their competence in these endeavors is tightly linked to their capacity for social awareness.  
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Champions with high social awareness may be more likely to understand, empathize, and act in 

response to group needs than those with lower ability.  They might also be more prone to 

recognize the differences in individuals as advantages that can be employed in service to group 

needs, modifying their own behaviors to maximize the collective efforts and resources of the 

group towards a shared goal.  

Social awareness and social networks play a significant role in shaping individual 

behaviors in response to information management needs in dynamic group work situations (e.g., 

Chatman, 1992, 1996; Sonnenwald & Pierce, 2000; R. S. Taylor, 1991).  Several related studies 

have noted that information exchange is not the only objective of information behavior in group 

contexts and have highlighted resource matching, task coordination, and team motivation as 

other necessary objectives (e.g., Kraut & Streeter, 1995; Solomon, 1997; Sonnenwald & 

Lievrouw, 1997).  Accordingly, effective behavioral responses frequently involve the 

development of social network structures through which information is exchanged and the 

group’s affective, social, and situational challenges are also managed (Sonnenwald & Pierce, 

2000).  

It is assumed that champions engage in NWB behaviors in response to perceived 

disconnects between key contributors and resources necessary to advancing innovation efforts 

within their organizations.  Thus, champions with greater social awareness are expected to be 

more likely to enact NWB behaviors than those with lesser ability, as higher social awareness is 

likely to produce stronger and more frequent behavioral incentives than lower social awareness 

as well as a greater urgency for action. 

Social capital, the goodwill that results from these social relations, is closely linked to 

NWB behavior because social capital is ingrained in the network relationships that enable 
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cooperation and collaboration (De Carolis, Litzky, & Eddleston, 2009).  It serves as a strategic 

source of information and influence that can be leveraged to attain resources, exert control, and 

secure sponsorship (Adler & Kwon, 2002).  Implied in the concept of social capital is the idea 

that certain network relationships are more valuable than others and that individuals (i.e., 

champions) identify the most advantageous relationships upon which to build networks based 

upon assumptions about their potential value (Lin, 2002).  Social awareness is important in 

making differential comparisons between networks and choosing which relationships are worth 

cultivating and influences the behaviors that follow these choices (Steiny & Oinas-Kukkonen, 

2007).  The EI construct considers the degree to which an individual understands his or her own 

strengths, shortcomings, values, and motivations, especially as they relate to his or her position 

within a group and the corresponding value of interactions with others (Goleman, Boyatzis, & 

McKee, 2002).  It explains individual awareness of others’ feelings and how relationships with 

others are managed with this awareness in mind (Boyatzis, 2011).  

Emotional self-awareness is another facet of EI believed to be important in shaping social 

behaviors.  Individuals that are emotionally self-aware are conscious of how their feelings 

influence their relationships, standing, and performance within the context of a larger group 

(Goleman, 1998a).  They bring balance and harmony to groups (Druskat & Wolff, 2001) because 

of their ability to raise difficult issues tactfully and their inclination towards cooperative 

behaviors and win–win solutions (Zhang et al., 2015).  According to Avolio (2007), an 

individual’s self-awareness can affect the surrounding environment and people; it initiates a 

parallel process that positively influences the formation of social networks, structures, and 

relationships within the organization. 
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This competency is likely a specific precursor to NWB behaviors in champions.  

Champions fulfill an important leadership function on innovation teams, which improves overall 

team effectiveness (Howell & Shea, 2006).  This is because leaders who better understand their 

own emotions are more likely to establish and maintain supportive relationships with other team 

members, which subsequently leads to stronger social networks (Melita Prati, Douglas, Ferris, 

Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003; Rego, Sousa, Pina e Cunha, Correia, & Saur‐Amaral, 2007).  

However, these networks do not happen by chance and instead result from deliberate effort 

(Musiolik, Markard, & Hekkert, 2012).  It is expected that champions with higher EI more often 

invest the intentional effort needed to bridge people and disparate groups important to the 

success of the innovation across their organizations and are likely better at it than those with 

lower EI. 

Research on individual self-management has also indicated a significant influence on 

NWB behaviors.  Emotional self-control, a keystone of self-management characterized by the 

ability to mask non-constructive emotions and signs of distress and refrain from reciprocating the 

hostile or disruptive feelings of others (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007), is important in 

eliminating barriers to NWB.  Yet, it also plays a vital role in building trust between individuals 

and within groups, which is necessary for building strong networks and collaborative teams 

(Barling, Slater, & Kelloway, 2000; Righetti & Finkenauer, 2011).  It facilitates the expression 

of sincerity in one’s own thoughts, actions, and decisions and helps create an atmosphere where 

others are free to participate in exchanges without fear of reprisal (J. B. Barney & Hansen, 1994).  

This is valuable in the context of team building not just because it helps champions mitigate 

emotions and behaviors which are counterproductive but also because of its positive effects on 

mental clarity and in promoting controlled energy (Goleman et al., 2002), which is especially 
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important when trying to get everyone to invest their efforts in a single direction and towards a 

common goal.  

According to Thompson (2005), higher initiative and achievement orientation—other 

attributes associated with higher EI—also predispose individuals to engage in NWB behaviors.  

Thompson (2005) argued that these individuals view the development of social networks as a 

critical path towards obtaining the resources and autonomy to pursue high-level initiatives within 

their organizations.  Indeed, Thompson’s (2005) research demonstrates that the significant 

relationship between proactiveness and improved job performance is mediated by the extent to 

which these individuals to engage in NWB behaviors.  Thus, it is also believed: 

H1c: There is a positive correlation between EI and NWB. 

Emotional intelligence and persisting under adversity.  According to Cooper (2019), 

approximately 40% of new products fail at launch and only about one out of every seven to ten 

new product concepts achieves some semblance of commercial success, even when all the 

development and testing requirements are satisfied.  Given the contradictions of investing on 

such poor odds, organizations might never pursue innovative ideas based on rational conventions 

alone.  Understandably, setbacks occur frequently when pursuing new ideas because innovation 

is inherently stressful (Kanter, 1988b).  It is assumed that progress, in many instances, depends 

on champions who can imagine better realities than current situations present and are driven in 

equal measure by the challenge of pursuing new ideas and their confidence in their ability to 

achieve them.  

However, an accurate sense of self-awareness is essential.  Overestimating one’s own 

abilities and those of the team can be as potentially damaging as underestimation and risk 
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avoidance-based inaction altogether Kruger & Dunning, 1999).  Decisions shaped by boundless 

optimism and unchecked enthusiasm can have disastrous consequences because champions with 

an overly positive outlook are more likely to underestimate risk, misjudge the urgency to act in 

response to information that could affect a desired outcome, and, in some instances, simply 

ignore facts that contradict their rosier version of reality (Sharot, 2011).  Related failures can 

eventually erode the confidence of these individuals, leading them to mistrust their instincts, 

make them more prone to negatively interpret opportunities that have uncertain outcomes, and, 

ultimately, cause them to be less likely to pursue future ideas (Shipp, Edwards, & Lambert, 

2009).  It is assumed that this can lead to doubt, low morale, resistance, and conflict within the 

champion’s team.  In many cases, “contested collaboration'' occurs (Sonnenwald & Pierce, 2000, 

p. 463), whereby team members maintain an outward semblance of collaboration while 

simultaneously sabotaging the collective effort as they revert back to pursuing their own 

interests.  Thus, higher, more accurate self-awareness is necessary for both individual champions 

and their teams to PUA. 

It is assumed that higher EI champions will generally be more optimistic, be achievement 

oriented, and demonstrate greater initiative to pursue innovative ideas because they are more 

likely to have positive, constructive experiences and less likely to encounter the negative 

consequences that result from indulgent expressions of these behaviors.  This may make them 

more likely to demonstrate appropriate behavioral responses and urgency toward events and 

information relevant to achieving desired outcomes and invest in opportunities with the best 

chances of success.  As a result, it is believed they will not just be better equipped to pursue 

innovative ideas but will also engage in this behavior with higher frequency than champions with 

lower EI. 
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According to Evans et al. (2009), behavioral persistence can only be achieved by 

individuals who are self-aware.  Self-awareness serves an essential role in adaptive functioning 

behaviors (Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007; Evans et al., 2009), as individuals naturally tend to 

modify their behaviors relative to their standing with respect to specific goals.  It follows that 

one’s own accurate and honest appraisals of one’s abilities and resources relative to the effort 

ahead define not just which behaviors are most appropriate for the demand but also determine 

the frequency, degree, duration, and urgency of behavioral responses.  Given the correlation 

between higher EI and increased self-awareness (Bratton et al., 2011; Cherniss & Goleman, 

2001; Jordan & Ashkanasy, 2006), it is believed that champions who are more self-aware will 

demonstrate greater persistence behaviors, especially when they sense divergence between where 

their teams are with respect to goals and where they need to be to achieve them.  

Schön (1963) stated that a champion “is capable of using any and every means … in 

order to succeed … [and may] display persistence and courage of heroic quality” (p. 84–85).  It 

is presumed that this hallmark tendency to PUA is also due to higher self-management ability in 

champions, which frequently manifests through greater self-control and higher perceptions of 

self-efficacy.  Bandura (1989) explained that high self-efficacy influences “what challenges to 

undertake, how much effort to expend in the endeavor, [and] how long to persevere in the face of 

difficulties” (p. 29).  Thus, it is likely that champions with higher EI will be predisposed to be 

more confident about their chances of achieving success in an endeavor and consequently, more 

likely to persist when confronted with adversity.  Hence, 

H1d: There is a positive correlation between EI and PUA. 

All hypothesized relationships are summarized in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Hypothesized relationships. 
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Cultural Tightness–Looseness as a Moderator of the Emotional Intelligence–Innovation 

Championing Behavior Relationship 

National Culture 

National culture, as defined by Geert Hofstede (2011), the famed Dutch social 

psychologist who pioneered the topic’s widespread acceptance and use in management contexts 

(Beugelsdijk, Kostova, & Roth, 2017), is the collective set of norms, customs, attitudes, beliefs, 

and resulting behaviors that distinguish members of different nations from one another.  It 

encompasses deeply embedded and subconscious values, beliefs, and expected behaviors that 

shape social interactions (Hayton, George, & Zahra, 2002; Hofstede, 1980). 

Hofstede’s (1980; 1983; 2001) work is valuable in the examination of culture and in its 

applications in management contexts because it provides a concise taxonomy of dimensions that 

explain the behavioral tendencies of people in a manner that also includes their interactions 

within social institutions.  Originally separated into only four categories, Hofstede’s (2011) 

theory on national cultural now incorporates six distinct dimensions; these include:  

1. Power distance, which addresses how people respond to challenges imposed by inequality, 

2. Uncertainty avoidance, which relates to behaviors manifested in response to stress about the 

unknown,  

3. Individualism versus collectivism, which addresses individual preference for integration into 

social groups,  

4. Masculinity versus femininity, which describes orientation along a spectrum of behaviors 

ranging from drive and ambition on one end (masculinity) and nurturing and caring 

(femininity) on the other,  
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5. Long-term versus short-term orientation, which explains the tendency to a focus on 

immediate, present, or future choices, and  

6. Indulgence versus restraint, which addresses the propensity to gratify or control basic desires 

as it relates to personal fulfillment.  

These dimensions account for relative differences across cultures and their respective 

populations’ attitudes, values, beliefs, and subsequent behaviors (Hofstede, 2011). 

Hofstede’s (2011) dimensional conceptualization of culture is useful to this research for 

two primary reasons.  First, because it is based upon a large amount of empirical analysis that 

has been validated in several study extensions and reproductions (Dwyer, Mesak, & Hsu, 2005; 

Hofstede, 2011; Hoppe, 1990; Nakata & Sivakumar, 2001; Søndergaard, 1994), it serves as a 

reliable foundation upon which to base new findings.  Second, because cultural differences 

within individual dimensions are relatively measured and numerically scored, they are 

appropriate for cross-cultural research requiring quantitative analysis (Dwyer et al., 2005). 

 National Culture, Innovation, and Championing Behavior 

National culture is relevant to the topic of employee management because culture affects 

the way that individuals interact within institutions in society (Ahlstrom & Bruton, 2002) and 

can also significantly influence their performance within those institutions (Trompenaars & 

Hampden-Turner, 2011).  Research examining culture’s impacts in a variety of different 

workplace situations has shown that national cultural values significantly influence workplace 

behaviors, attitudes, and other organizational outcomes (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006).  

When examined with respect to innovation management specifically, national culture helps 

explain variations in country-level innovation rates (Kedia, Keller, & Jullan, 1992; Shane, 1994), 

differences in the processes champions choose to employ to promote innovations (Shane, 
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Venkataraman, & MacMillan, 1995), and even the expression of specific championing behaviors 

(e.g., Hayton et al., 2002; Kreiser, Marino, Dickson, & Weaver, 2010). 

Multinational corporations routinely rely on innovation from within and across foreign 

markets to compete in increasingly globalized industries (Halme et al., 2012; R. P. Lee, 2010; 

Roure, 2001; Thrift & Amin, 2017), which makes national culture extremely relevant to 

discussions on innovation championing.  According to the PricewaterhouseCoopers’s (2017) 

Global Innovation 1000 study—which analyzed R&D trends of the top 1,000 companies by 

revenue in the world—94% of organizations now focus their R&D spending outside their home 

country.  Those companies that allocate 60% or more of their R&D spending outside their home 

country have 30% more operating margin and return on assets and 20% greater growth in 

operating income than competitors that rely upon home grown innovations (Jaruzelski, Staack, & 

Chwalik, 2017).  This suggests that organizations wishing to effectively leverage foreign R&D 

investments could benefit greatly by better understanding how national cultural values relate to 

stewardship of those resources and how to select the best champions to lead those efforts in 

different countries around the world. 

The influence of national culture within innovation management and on championing 

behaviors has been studied widely since Hofstede’s early work (e.g., Davidsson, 1995; 

Davidsson & Wiklund, 1997; Deshpandé, Farley, & Webster, 1993; Hayton et al., 2002; Jones & 

Davis, 2000; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996).  These works generally have found that cultures that 

place higher value on individualism, risk-taking, achievement, and other behaviors analogous to 

entrepreneurship are more likely to develop and introduce radical innovations.  Conversely, 

cultures that encourage conformity, promote collectivism, protect established hierarchies, and 
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have lower tolerance for uncertainty are less likely to challenge convention, prioritize creativity, 

and accept the risks necessary to innovate (Westwood & Low, 2003).  

Up until recently, much of the research on national culture, innovation, and championing 

behavior has assumed the relationships between cultural values and norms and innovation 

behaviors were consistently linear (Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; A. Walter et al., 2011).  For 

example, many studies have found a positive correlation between individualism and various 

measures of innovation success at national, firm, team, and individual levels (e.g., Shane, 1993; 

Gorodnichenko & Gerard, 2010; Gorodnichenko & Roland, 2011; Rinne, Steele, & Fairweather, 

2012; M. Z. Taylor & Wilson, 2012).  Yet, far fewer proportionally have examined the 

deleterious effects of individualistic values or norms when taken to extreme (e.g., M. H. Morris, 

Avila, & Allen, 1993; M. H. Morris, Davis, & Allen, 1994; Triandis, 2018) and none in the 

context of championing behavior.  Even fewer have yet considered how deviations from 

normative cultural behavior may influence the relationships between these constructs. 

This exclusion of alternative conceptions or exceptions to the relationship between 

culture and championing behaviors is concerning not only because further analysis could 

significantly advance the understanding and application of culture in management but, more 

specifically, could also identify whether national culture is instead moderating the effect of 

another construct in the context of championing behaviors.  This research suggests that to better 

understand the role of culture in innovation management, the possibility that it influences 

championing in an indirect way must also be considered. 

Limitations of the Values Construct in Cross-Cultural Comparisons  

Much of the research on the effects of cultural differences in management contexts has 

employed a values-based approach (Gelfand et al., 2006; Nardon & Steers, 2006).  The use of 
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cultural values to explore whether cross-cultural differences potentiate or mitigate the EI–ICB 

relationship likewise makes sense.  Values are broad constructs that have been studied for 

decades and in a variety of complex yet familiar cultural situations and easily lend themselves to 

other research applications, facilitating faster, easier comprehension (Bond, 1997).  Furthermore, 

extensive scholarship exploring culture’s effects on various outcomes relevant to organizations 

and management has demonstrated that relative differences in values across cultures can produce 

significant variations in outcomes at all levels in the organization (e.g., Kluckhohn, 1951; 

Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2011).  

Consequently, the values construct has been the dominant theme within cross-cultural research 

and its measures the singular choice when studying how society-level phenomena effect 

individual-level behavior and performance within organizations, despite conflicting theoretical 

and empirical evidence supporting its use (Y. Lee & Kramer, 2016; Nardon & Steers, 2006).  

Shared values manifest in all forms of social, political, and technical structures, while 

simultaneously reflecting and reinforcing individual values and beliefs (Hayton et al., 2002), thus 

enabling measurement at the individual level, where most of the research on national culture has 

occurred (M. W. Morris, Polodny, & Ariel, 2000).  They indicate the degree to which specific 

behaviors are reinforced and rewarded in individuals and thus, their propensity to engage in 

behaviors like risk taking, independent thinking, support gathering, and other entrepreneurial 

behaviors, which are also analogous to innovation championing (Herbig, 1994; Herbig & Miller, 

1992; Hofstede, 1980).  

Yet, despite the intuitive appeal, a values-based approach to understand national culture 

cannot fully explain the effects of cultural differences on individual behavior.  Though several 

studies have validated its usefulness in framing behavior in broad cultural contexts (e.g., M. W. 
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Morris et al., 1998; P. B. Smith, Peterson, & Schwartz, 2002; P. B. Smith & Schwartz, 1997), 

there is growing evidence suggesting that values, taken by themselves, lack sufficient 

explanatory power to substantiate cross-cultural comparisons of individual behavior (e.g., 

Gelfand et al., 2006; Ip & Bond, 1995; Leung, Bond, & Schwartz, 1995; Tinsley, 1998).  Indeed, 

even when the values construct is expanded to incorporate other individual-level variables, such 

as attitudes, beliefs, and other dimensions of self, empirical results have been inconsistent across 

studies (Bond, 1997; Bond & Smith, 2018).  Further empirical analysis has also shown that it is 

possible for different subcultures—each with their own distinct sets of values—to coexist within 

the same national culture (e.g., Au, 1999; Gerhart, 2009; Y. Lee & Kramer, 2016), which brings 

into question the legitimacy of values-based assumptions that rely on singular, normative 

descriptions of national culture to broadly explain sometimes uniquely different, heterogenous 

populations within the same nation.  

Diverging theoretical views of the national culture construct as well as the existence of 

multiple conflicting models of national culture also undermine the use of values by themselves to 

compare behavioral responses across cultures (Nardon & Steers, 2006).  Another common 

critique of the values construct within cross-cultural research in organization and management 

literature is its myopic “subjectivist bias” (Gelfand et al, 2006, p. 5), which distills culture in its 

entirety down to only those factors that exist within the minds of individuals (Earley & 

Mosakowski, 2002; Gabrenya, 1999; Gelfand et al., 2006; M. W. Morris et al., 2000).  This 

perspective completely overlooks the significant impact that external stimuli, such as 

environmental factors, population density, social norms, cultural constraints, and geopolitical 

events, can have on individual values and their corresponding behaviors (Bond, Leung, Au, 

Tong, and Chemonges-Nielson, 2004).  Furthermore, it fails to account for behavioral variations 
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in the individuals within the same culture whose adherence to cultural norms and conventions 

fall outside the boundaries of normative behavior described in cross-cultural research (Gelfand et 

al., 2011).  Thus, recent contributions to national culture theory have sought to expand the scope 

of the values construct to demonstrate that individual behaviors do not arise solely out of the 

vacuum of individuals’ minds but are influenced by the immediate societal and cultural 

conditions in which they live, as well (e.g., Gelfand et al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011; Harrington 

& Gelfand, 2014; Aktas, Gelfand, & Hanges, 2016). 

To understand whether cross-cultural differences potentiate or mitigate the EI–ICB 

relationship, it is necessary to adopt a broader perspective which considers factors both intrinsic 

and extrinsic to individuals within and across cultures.  The following section introduces Gelfand 

et al.’s (2006) multilevel theory of cultural tightness–looseness to explain how external 

influences—in particular, the strength of social customs and the latitude given to acceptable 

expressions of individual behavior—are essential in establishing a normative social framework 

and can affect a wide range of individual-level behavioral phenomena within it.  

Multi-Level Theory of Cultural Tightness–Looseness 

Understanding the complex relationships between culture and its effects on individual 

behavior within the organization has been a prominent focus for theorists within various 

management disciplines for decades (Nardon & Steers, 2006; Taras, Steel, & Kirkman, 2012; 

Wilkins & Ouchi, 1983).  Much of the research upon which early models of culture were built is 

rooted in a western context with Anglo-American biases, spawning a dominant ideology that for 

many years upheld western values, practices, and behaviors as the sole perspectives for 

management (Newman & Nollen, 1996; Westwood & Low, 2003).  However, continuous 

increases in globalization over the past three decades, driven largely by rapid technological 
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advances, geopolitical changes, economic surges in large emerging markets (e.g., China, India), 

and significant shifts towards international supply chains (Natal & Stoffels, 2019) have virtually 

eliminated geographical barriers to knowledge sourcing and innovation processes at the 

organizational level (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).  Still, cultural concerns remain, necessitating 

new paradigms for understanding and managing them in the context of innovation and 

championing.  

Innovations are knowledge and resource intensive and result from creatively recombining 

the organization’s internal and external—often culturally dispersed (Cremer & Loebbecke, 

2020)—assets in new, commercially useful ways (Jenssen & Jørgensen, 2004). Yet, individuals 

within organizations invariably resist new ideas (Shane et al., 1995), necessitating champions to 

overcome such resistance within the ever-changing landscape of these organizations and the 

cultures in which they are embedded.  Because differences between cultures can evince changes 

in thinking, perceiving, and behaving (Hofstede, 2011), it is reasonable to expect that 

championing behaviors will not manifest the same in all champions or situations and could vary 

as much within cultures as across them.  Therefore, an examination of the EI–ICB relationship 

must consider relative differences across cultures as well as how intranational variations in 

culture may produce different behavioral responses and outcomes related to them.  

Gelfand et al.’s (2006) multilevel theory of cultural tightness–looseness addresses the 

voids in values-based perspectives by accounting for the strength of socio-environmental factors 

as a fundamental dimension of cultural variation.  The authors highlighted two key facets of 

external societal influence that can affect individual behavior: (a) the strength of social norms, or 

how well-defined and persistent norms are within societies, and (b) the strength of sanctioning, 

or the degree to which nonconformity to societal norms is permitted (Gelfand et al., 2006).  Thus 
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defining tightness–looseness as “the strength of social norms and degree of sanctioning within 

societies” (Gelfand et al., 2006, p. 6), their work describes important differences between 

cultures that are tight (those that have many strong norms and insist on strict adherence to 

sanctioned behaviors) and those that are loose (those that have fewer and/or weaker social norms 

and allow greater latitude in expressing behavior).  The imposition or absence of harsh 

consequences for deviating outside societal norms are as important in shaping individual-level 

behaviors as the socio-environmental structure itself (Aktas et al., 2016).  For example, often in 

very tight societies (e.g., Pakistan, Malaysia), expectations are formally communicated and 

rigorously enforced, and grave sanctions can be imposed on those who express dissent or stray 

from indoctrinated norms (Y. Lee & Kramer, 2016).  Conversely, in very loose societies (e.g., 

The Netherlands, Spain), norms are conveyed through a diffuse network of alternate channels 

and there is relatively far less order, formality, and consequence related to deviant behaviors (Y. 

Lee & Kramer, 2016). 

Though the dimension has received much attention in recent years, the examination of 

tightness–looseness in societies dates back to the 1960s (see Pelto, 1968).  It has been the subject 

of research in several other fields of social science, which include anthropology (Pelto, 1968), 

sociology (Boldt, 1978a, 1978b), and psychology (Berry, 1966, 1967; Witkin & Berry, 1975).  

These works, and other works since (e.g., Gelfand et al., 2011), have shown that tight cultures 

generally have higher population density, scarce natural resources (e.g., less food, clean water, 

and air and fewer agricultural areas to farm), more environmental threats (e.g., greater 

susceptibility to environmental or natural disasters), and greater health vulnerabilities (e.g., 

higher incidences of morbidity and mortality from communicable diseases) than loose societies 

(Aktas et al., 2016).  Correspondingly, clear communication and strict enforcement of norms 
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serve as means of adaption necessary for ensuring social coordination and, ultimately, the 

collective survival of its members under tight conditions (Gelfand et al., 2011).  

Tightness–looseness rationalizes the relevance of distal ecological and historical threats 

in shaping sociocultural conditions and the individual responses they evince (Gelfand et al., 

2006; Gelfand et al., 2011).  It also considers how and where members of a society are oriented 

along a continuum of socialization (i.e., broad versus narrow) within its institutions, the strength 

of repetitive, everyday situations and occurrences, and the micro-level psychological processes 

and affordances attributed to external phenomena within the current system of culture known in 

management literature (Gelfand et al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011).  The multi-modality of these 

factors which comprise the tightness–looseness concept is explained further in Table 2.  
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Table 2  

Multi-Modality of the External Factors Comprising Tightness–Looseness  

Cultural Tightness-

Looseness Influence 

Contributing External  

Factors  

 

Distal Ecological & 

Historical Threats 

High population density 

Kinship systems 

Resource scarcity 

History of territorial conflict 

Disease 

Environmental threats 

Broad versus Narrow 

Socialization 

Autocracy 

Media Regulations 

Role Expectations 

Family 

Peers 

School/work 

Community 

Legal system 

Cultural belief system 

The Strength of Everyday, 

Recurring Situations & 

Micro-level Psychological 

Affordances 

 

Prevention self-guides 

High regulatory strength 

Need for structure 

Note. Adapted from Arnett (1995), Gelfand et al. (2006), Gelfand et al. (2011), and Y. Lee and Kramer (2016). 
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Gelfand et al. (2011) observed that the strength of each society’s social norms and 

tolerance of deviant behavior is simultaneously reinforced by and reflected in its structure, 

institutions, practices, and everyday recurring situations.  Institutions in tight cultures are 

characterized by narrow socialization that limits the range and expression of accepted behavior, 

whereas institutions in loose cultures enable broader socialization and allow a relatively wider 

range of permissible behavior (Arnett, 1995).  Tight cultures are more likely to have autocratic 

governing systems, suppress dissent, restrict content across various forms of media, and exercise 

stronger authority over its population through formal laws and restrictions than loose cultures 

(Gelfand et al., 2011).  Tight cultures also tend to more forcefully deter and control crime than 

loose cultures and have criminal justice systems that place greater emphasis on population 

monitoring and impose more severe penalties for transgressions (Gelfand et al., 2011).  Tight 

cultures will also tend to be more religious, relying on religious doctrines and adherence to moral 

edicts as a means of reinforcing social order and encouraging cooperation (Gelfand et al., 2006).  

Empirical tests have shown that tightness–looseness can vary greatly from one nation to 

the next and have established that the construct is not only distinct from cultural values 

(Carpenter, 2000; Gelfand et al., 2011) but captures differences in the relationship between 

national culture and organizational culture better than other dimensions of culture (Y. Lee & 

Kramer, 2016).  It has been tied to numerous organizational- and individual-level outcomes in 

meta-analyses (e.g., Rabl, Jayasinghe, Gerhart, & Kühlmann, 2014; Rattrie, Kittler, & Paul, 

2020; Taras, Kirkman, & Steel, 2010), which makes it relevant to research how national culture, 

in constraining organizational culture—and through subsequent mechanisms of institutional 

pressure (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991)—influences behavioral responses to 

situational stimuli at the individual-level.  
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Implicit in every multinational corporation’s decision to operate in a foreign market is a 

deliberate choice to operate in a national culture different from their own (Nakata & Sivakumar, 

1996).  Organizations that better leverage this choice and take advantage of the diversity of 

perspectives, approaches to problem-solving, and different thinking possess a greater ability to 

adapt to future uncertainties and competitive situations (Freeman, 1995; Shane et al., 1995).  

This is because greater internal diversity and integration not only expand the size of the 

organization’s knowledge networks but also potentiate its ability to leverage, adapt, transfer, and 

combine information in ways that make it more innovative (Ruef, 2002), more competitive (Cox 

& Blake, 1991), and more commercially successful (Henard & Szymanski, 2001).  A single 

approach to selecting innovation champions certainly decreases this internal diversity in the same 

way that a varied approach increases it.  Likewise, innovation championing strategies 

constrained by a single way of understanding, comparing, and managing knowledge resources 

cross-culturally will also likely be less effective. 

Gelfand et al.’s (2006) theory of cultural tightness–looseness offers several contributions 

to this research.  It accounts for top-down and bottom-up processes that connect external 

conditions to organizational situations and subsequently, to individual cognition, which supports 

the multi-level agenda of this research (Gelfand et al., 2006).  It also provides a dynamic way to 

capture differences across the changing demographics of a nation’s population to be factored into 

the examination of culture’s effects in this research (Gelfand et al., 2006), unlike a values-based 

approach, which may only reflect the values of the dominant population in its singular, 

normative definition of a nation’s culture (Caprar, Devinney, Kirkman & Caliguri, 2015).  Last, 

because tightness–looseness describes not only the behavioral tendencies of individuals within 

organizations but also specific differences in their individual attributes (i.e., in tight cultures, 
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more emphasis is placed on prevention behaviors, self-control, and self-monitoring, whereas 

there is more of a focus on promotion behaviors and less emphasis on self-control and self-

monitoring in loose cultures), it can be valuable for understanding why some champions are 

more effective than others and developing practical methods for managing these differences 

across organizations and countries (Gelfand et al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011).  Beyond the 

inherent contributions to management literature, this research reinforces the use of tightness–

looseness theory in practice as a means to better understand and mitigate barriers to innovating in 

a world that has become increasingly culturally interdependent (Aktas et al., 2016). 

The Moderating Role of Cultural Tightness–Looseness on the Emotional Intelligence-

Innovation Championing Behavior Relationship 

Building from emotional process models which explain culture’s influences on individual 

emotional processes and their subsequent actions (e.g., Cherniss & Goleman, 2001; Dolan, 2002; 

Herkenhoff, 2004; Levy, 1984), this paper expands upon its earlier propositions regarding an EI–

ICB relationship to illustrate how differences in cultural tightness–looseness moderate the 

strength of relationship between these two constructs.  Important to this argument is the notion 

that tightness–looseness reflects not just the influence of distal ecological, historical, and 

institutional situations on societies and organizations and their members but most pertinently, the 

strength of everyday, recurring situations in shaping individual-level characteristics and behavior 

(Gelfand et al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011).  Strong situations evoke greater restrictions in the 

range of allowed behaviors, limit opportunities to exercise individual discretion, and are more 

likely to result in censure, whereas weak situations permit a wider range of behaviors, allow 

more latitude for individual discretion, and impose fewer external constraints on individuals 

(Gelfand et al., 2011).  It is presumed that these national culture-induced constraints determine 
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the strength (versus weakness) of organizational situations, which in turn influence the strength 

of championing behavior responses of innovation champions to latent socio-emotional cues 

encountered while advancing innovations through their organizations.  

Theoretical models of emotion processing in anthropological research have long upheld 

the importance of cultural conventions and norms as they relate to how individuals perceive, 

interpret, and respond to socio-emotional stimuli in their environment (e.g., Hall & Trager, 1953; 

Ekman, 1980; Ekman, Sorenson, & Friesen, 1969; L. C. Lin, Qu, & Telzer, 2018; Lutz, 1988).  

Numerous contributions to Levy’s (1984) emotional process model, which is rooted in this 

anthropological research, have integrated the concept of EI into existing emotion processing 

frameworks and have reinforced its relevance in understanding and predicting individual 

behavior in the organizational context (e.g., Barrett & Gross, 2001; Cherniss & Goleman, 2001; 

George & Jones, 2001; Herkenhoff, 2004; Y. Liu & Perrewe, 2005).  Most relevant to the 

arguments herein, however, is that the literature has also described how culture influences the 

perception and interpretation of stimuli as individuals become consciously aware of them and 

how individuals deliberately choose championing behaviors they believe to be most appropriate 

based upon situations within the organization and the prevailing cultural conditions in which 

they live (Herkenhoff, 2004). 

Further support for the proposed contingencies between EI, tightness–looseness, and ICB 

comes from neurobiological research.  Various neurocognitive tests (e.g., A. K. Anderson & 

Phelps, 2001; Armony & Dolan, 2002; Esteves, Parra, Dimberg, & Öhman, 1994; Öhman, Flykt, 

& Esteves, 2001; Vuilleumier & Schwartz, 2001) have indicated that champions ascribe 

emotional value to situational events in a manner that is independent of other attentional 

mechanisms of cognition. Additional research indicates that this socio-emotional processing 
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precedes other cognitive processes (Dolan, 2002; Levenson, 1999).  Culture is involved both in 

filtering and accurately interpretating information in these events and cannot only constrain the 

range of acceptable championing responses (Dolan, 2002; Kitayama & Markus, 1994; Mesquita 

& Frijda, 1992; Murata, Moser, & Kitayama, 2013) but also impacts the quality and strength of 

them (Dijksterhuis & Van Knippenberg, 1998; Mauss, Levenson, McCarter, Wilhelm, & Gross, 

2005).  These works help explain how a champion’s tightness–looseness relative to cultural 

norms could influence the strength of championing responses that arise from his or her ability to 

accurately perceive and interpret socioemotional cues (as indexed by EI).  

Li (2003) and Chiao et al. (2010) identified specific neurological mechanisms also at 

work in the development of champions’ unique definitions of self within their respective national 

cultures.  Their works generally explained how the freedoms champions are given to define and 

express their unique senses of self are influential in priming them to acquire and exhibit different 

championing behaviors within the schema of their national cultures (Chiao et al., 2010; Li, 

2003).  Their works indicated that champions choose specific championing behaviors in a 

manner that depends on situations within their immediate sociocultural environment (Chiao et 

al., 2010; Li, 2003).  According to Feather (1995), situational context is important not only 

because it helps individuals determine urgency to act but also because it helps frame behavioral 

choices and can influence the strength of responses that follow as well.  Collectively, these 

works established champions’ psychological processes as both biologically and socially 

responsive to situations within the cultural systems around them and suggested that the relative 

tightness or looseness of the cultures within which they live and work will likely have a 

significant impact on the expression of the behaviors they choose in response to sociocultural 

events (Chiao et al., 2010; Feather, 1995; Li, 2003).   
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Individual psychological processes are both mirrored and reinforced by the strength of 

social norms and tolerance of deviance in the larger cultural context (Gelfand et al., 2006).  This 

is because the degree of social regulation that exists at the societal level—whether it happens to 

be high or low—is reflected in the amount of self-regulation expressed at the individual level in 

tight and loose nations (Gelfand et al., 2006).  Organizations in tight cultures tend to be led by 

autocratic leaders who tend to resist changes in the status quo, consolidate authority, and foster 

environments and situations characterized by highly centralized decision making (Aktas et al., 

2016).  These organizations are frequently structured in a manner that enables managers to 

prescribe work tasks for subordinates with the expectation that their directions are strictly 

followed (Rast, Gaffney, Hogg, & Crisp, 2012).  By contrast, organizations embedded in loose 

cultures promote the advantages that come from differences in opinions and are more likely to 

implement policies which encourage diversity and inclusion, making them more amenable to 

promoting unique, novel ideas (Y. Lee & Kramer, 2016).  They will generally have far fewer 

social norms, demand less adherence to norms, permit a greater range of behaviors across social 

situations, and allow more individual discretion in acting on ideas (Gelfand, Lim, & Raver, 

2004).  

It is assumed that champions in tight cultures more persistently encounter strong (versus 

weak) everyday situations within their organizations and, as a result, will likely have limited 

behavioral options to promote innovations, less autonomy to make decisions, and higher 

potential for punishment for deviating from relatively strict norms.  Because higher situational 

constraints are likely to be placed on these individuals, they will naturally be more cautious, less 

likely to deviate from expectations, more apt to self-monitor, more likely to choose behaviors 

they believe to be less risky, and more prevention focused.  Conversely, it is assumed that 
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champions in loose cultures are more likely to operate in weaker (versus stronger) situations, 

allowing them greater freedoms to exercise independent judgement and act outside norms and 

conventions which may otherwise inhibit innovation objectives.  Given the contingencies 

between tightness–looseness at the national culture level, its role in regulating the strength 

(versus weakness) of everyday, recurring situations at the organizational level, and its subsequent 

influence on the quality and strength of individual champions’ behavioral responses to socio-

emotional cues, it is thus proposed: 

H2: Cultural tightness–looseness moderates the relationship between EI and ICB such 

that the relationship between EI and ICB is stronger in loose cultures. 

To summarize, national culture imposes constraints on organizational culture through 

several different routes.  Organizations do not only reflect the norms and conventions of the 

national cultures in which they operate but, at the same time, reinforce and produce culture-

related phenomena themselves that mimic the relative tightness or looseness of the cultures in 

which they are embedded (Y. Lee & Kramer, 2016).  These phenomena manifest in the strength 

(versus weakness) of everyday situations within the organization and will likely influence the 

propensity and the degree to which champions will respond to socio-emotional stimuli within it.  

Hence, the relationship between EI and ICB will be moderated by the cultural tightness or 

looseness of the champion, especially as it relates to the degree to which a champion's culture 

and institutions allow him or her to deviate from norms and conventions which may impede 

innovation efforts. 

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: the next sections provide the rationale for 

this research model and outline the data collection and methodological approaches.  The section 

which follows that discusses the findings from the empirical analysis of the data.  Study 
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limitations and suggestions for further research are provided in the following section.  Last, this 

paper concludes with a summary of its contribution to theory and practice. 

Methods 

Sample 

The sample in this study came from respondents located in the United States and Canada, 

Central and South America, Europe and the United Kingdom, Asia, India, the Middle East, and 

Africa.  Following S. F. Anderson, Kelley, and Maxwell (2017), it was determined that a sample 

size of 250 was sufficient to yield 80% statistical power, given the stated aims of this research.  

Accordingly, approximately 350 surveys were sent out, based upon an expected turnaround ratio 

of approximately 70%.  Fifty responses, on average, were targeted per each major geographical 

region, with specific effort invested to achieve as close to a 50% balance between male and 

female respondents as possible.  

In total, 251 respondents completed the study survey.  These respondents were recruited 

from a wide array of industries and disciplines, spanning academia, healthcare, the legal field, 

agricultural and manufacturing industries, and more and included individuals across all levels of 

their respective organizations.  The study only included participants who are still currently 

working, as this research was specifically concerned with individuals who are actively 

participating in their organizations’ innovation efforts and have opportunities to enact 

championing behaviors. 

Operational Definitions of Variables and Their Respective Measures 

Dependent variable: Innovation championing behaviors.  There has been a great deal 

of research examining the relationship between championing behaviors and innovation success 
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(Carmeli, 2003; A. L. Day & Carroll, 2004; D. L. Day, 1994; Howell & Shea, 2001; S. K. 

Markham & Griffin, 1998; O’Boyle et al., 2011).  However, A. Walter et al.’s (2011) work, 

which used PII, NWB, TR and PUA as its innovation championing behavioral constructs, is the 

only known quantitative, longitudinal study within this topic of research.1  As such, the authors’ 

conceptualizations of championing behavior are an appropriate platform upon which to construct 

further research examining its antecedents.  These constructs serve as the dependent variables in 

this study. 

The survey questions related to ICB were developed by and adapted from A. Walter et al. 

(2011; refer to the Appendix, sub-section “Innovation Championing Behavior Measures”).  Their 

questions were derived from prior ICB research validating their use in identifying and measuring 

championing behaviors (e.g., D. L. Day, 1994; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b; Howell et al., 

2005; Schon, 1963).  There are 12 5-item Likert scale questions related to ICB.  Participants 

were also asked to provide basic demographic data and control variable information.  Survey 

participants’ ICB data was matched to their respective Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Test 

(SREIT) survey responses in SPSS and kept in strict confidence and used solely for study 

purposes.  The ICB measures have met acceptable validity requirements in previous research 

(i.e., Goodness of Fit [GFI] = .94, Adjusted Goodness of Fit [AGFI] = .90, Comparative Fit 

Index [CFI] = .97, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation [RMSEA] = .06; A. Walter et al., 

2011).  

Independent variable: Emotional intelligence.  The independent variable of interest in 

this study is EI.  The instrument used to assess EI is the SREIT, a 33-question, self-report 

 
1 PII had no correlation with organizational performance in this study. 
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measure developed by Schutte et al. (1998) and specifically intended to measure the trait EI.  

Based upon the early conceptualization of EI by Salovey and Mayer (1990), which considered an 

individual’s ability to examine and segregate emotions, as well as the ability to strategically 

employ them to facilitate cognition and behavior, the SREIT also includes questions which 

evaluate a person’s self-perceived competency at evaluating others’ emotions as well as his or 

her own.  Brackett and Mayer’s (2003) exploratory factor analysis of the initial 62 items 

proposed by Schutte et al. (1998) resulted in a 33-item, single-factor scale which has 

demonstrated good internal consistency and test–retest reliability as compared to the original 

version (Cronbach's α = 0.90).  

The SREIT exhibits significant correlation with measures designed to evaluate 

interpersonal interactions, including empathic perspective taking, social skills, and other 

outcomes indicative of high socio-emotional functioning (e.g., Schutte et al., 2001).  It has 

demonstrated both predictive and discriminant validity (O’Connor et al., 2019; Schutte et al., 

1998).  Hence, the SREIT has been cited in more than 3,000 scholarly articles. 

The items comprising the SREIT can be found in the Appendix (sub-section “Emotional 

Intelligence Measures”). 

Moderating variable: Cultural tightness–looseness.  Recent contributions to the 

literature on national culture have described tightness–looseness as important not only because it 

reflects the effects of various interrelated, external forces on a nation’s culture but also because 

of its role in simultaneously reinforcing and shaping responses to these stimuli (e.g., Gelfand et 

al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011; Harrington & Gelfand, 2014).  As discussed in previous sections, 

tightness–looseness conveys relative information about different cultures’ tolerance for 

behavioral deviations, the strength of the consequences for deviations, and the multi-level, bi-
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directional effects of these phenomena within their social systems (Aktas et al., 2016).  

Consequently, significant changes observed at any level within the social systems involved in 

this study may indicate and trigger bi-directional effects at other levels.  Thus, in addition to 

potentially demonstrating the moderating effects that national culture tightness–looseness has on 

individual champions’ behaviors in response to socio-emotional stimuli, this research could also 

help in understanding and modeling how tightness or looseness influences innovation within and 

across the organization.  

To capture the effects of tightness–looseness on the proposed EI–ICB relationship, 

participants were first asked to self-identify which national culture they feel most closely 

represents their personal norms, beliefs, values, and behavior patterns.  This selection will then 

be compared to Gelfand et al.’s (2011) tightness data, which is comprised of responses from 

6,823 participants from 33 different nations.  Next, they were asked to indicate whether they 

agreed or disagreed with the statements using Gelfand et al.’s (2011) tightness–looseness scale.  

This is a 6-item scale developed by Gelfand et al. (2011) and validated in several studies since 

(e.g., Aktas et al., 2016; Cremer & Loebbecke, 2020; Harrington & Gelfand, 2014; Uz, 2018).  

The scale evaluates the relative clarity and number of norms each society has, the degree of 

latitude allowed for norm violations, and the propensity for members of society to comply with 

norms in each respective nation.  

Items from Gelfand et al.’s (2011) scale include questions such as, “There are many 

social norms that people are supposed to abide by in this country” and, “People in this country 

have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to behave in most situations.”  The 

national-level reliability of the authors’ scale is considered particularly good (Cronbach’s α = 

0.85 in Gelfand et al., 2011; Cronbach’s α = 0.872 in this study), especially when compared to 
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other cultural scales (Brockner et al., 2001), and its validity across nations is consistent with the 

factor structures found separately for each nation.  

Three different methods to determine tightness–looseness’s moderation of EI–ICB were 

considered for this research.  The choices were: (a) to group champions according to tight and 

loose cultures and use these two groupings to explain tightness–looseness moderation as a binary 

phenomenon, (b) to use Gelfand et al.’s (2011) tightness–looseness score for the culture claimed 

by each champion as a continuous moderator, or (c) to capture the tightness–looseness score of 

each individual champion and reference it as a continuous moderator.  However, given the stated 

aims of this research to produce insights relevant in practice, it is believed that binary moderation 

data from the first option would not provide managers enough information to discriminate 

between good champions and better ones in practice.  Furthermore, a much larger number of 

responses are needed to power statistically valid conclusions relevant to the country-level data 

from Gelfand et al. (2011), which makes the second option prohibitively expensive and 

burdensome to implement.  Hence, though each method of analysis could have potentially 

yielded interesting results, the third option was chosen because of its potential ability to capture 

the continuous moderation effects of tightness–looseness and its appropriateness to the design 

and modest resources of this study. 

Control variables.  A person’s age and general experiences can have a significant 

influence on the types and quality of behaviors in which he or she engages (Bai, Ma, Mullaly & 

Solomon, 2019; Kudryavtsev & Pavlodsky, 2012).  According to Goleman (2001), unlike IQ—

which is fixed by late adolescence—one’s EI can be developed and grown over time.  It stands to 

reason that older study participants would have higher EI scores which could bias the effects of 

age on study results.  Therefore, age was used as a continuous control variable in this study.  
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Similarly, because education level can potentially affect behavioral choices in work 

environments, especially as it relates to work performance (Kuncel, Ones, & Sackett, 2010), 

education level was captured as an ordinal control variable. 

Experience can influence one’s propensity to engage in championing behaviors, since 

more experienced individuals are more likely to be entrusted with leadership responsibilities by 

their organizations.  Additionally, individuals with more experience—as evidenced by higher 

role orientation and contextual knowledge or more advanced seniority—are more likely to 

engage in behaviors that advance innovations (Howell & Boies, 2004).  Thus, seniority was 

captured as a control variable.  Likewise, industry and industry-specific knowledge can also have 

an impact on the likelihood of engaging in championing activities (Howell & Higgins, 1990a).  

For these reasons, participants were asked to indicate in which industry they were currently 

working, the total number of years of professional work experience, and the number of years 

working at their current employer to control for the effects of each.  The latter two constructs 

were captured as continuous control variables. 

It has been demonstrated that there are no significant differences between the overall EQ 

of men and women (Bar-On & Parker, 2000; Nikolaou & Tsaousis, 2002; Slaski & Cartwright, 

2002).  However, some studies have found a significantly higher ability in women relative to 

their male counterparts to perceive and correctly appraise the emotions of others (Ciarrochi, 

Chan, & Caputi, 2000; Wertlieb, Weigel, & Feldstein, 1987; Wierzbicki, 1989).  Additionally, 

some studies have suggested there may be a gender bias in EI studies that rely solely on self-

report measures (e.g., Lopez-Zafra & Gartzia, 2014; Petrides & Furnham, 2000a; Reiff, Hatzes, 

Bramel, & Gibbon, 2001).  To mitigate the potential effects of gender bias in this study, gender 

was controlled as a categorical control variable. 
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A list of all study variables can be found in Table 3.  Items measuring all variables are 

listed respectively in the Appendix. 

 

Table 3 

List of Study Variables 

Variable Category  Label  Variable Description    

              

 

Independent Variable  EI   Emotional Intelligence   

 

Moderating Variable  CTL   Cultural Tightness–Looseness 

    

    

Dependent Variable  ICB   Innovation Championing Behavior 

 

 

Control Variables  AGE   Age 

    GEN   Gender 

    JOB   Number of Years at Current Employer 

EXP  Total Number of Years of Work Experience 

    EDU   Education Level 

    SEN   Seniority Level 

    IND   Type of Industry  
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Research Design and Analytical Procedures 

Using the SREIT developed by Schutte et al. (1998) to assess EI and A. Walter et al.’s 

(2011) scale to measure ICB, data for this study was obtained by relating study participants’ EI 

scores to their respective championing behavior scores.  This information was then compared to 

the country-level tightness data developed by Gelfand et al. (2011) with respect to the national 

culture to which each participant indicated he or she most closely self-identified.  Careful 

attention was given to ensure there were no significant differences in response rates across 

nations or organizations. 

All survey questions were combined into a single survey instrument and an online survey 

method was used to collect all data from study participants.  Study participants were e-mailed an 

online survey invitation with a unique link to complete a 60-question, 5- to 7-item Likert scale 

survey.  Participants were asked to self-assess with respect to their work behaviors related to the 

innovation efforts within their respective organizations as well as to identify how they perceived, 

processed, and managed emotions.  The survey took participants just under six and a half 

minutes on average to complete.  The median time to completion was computed using a smaller 

sample group of respondents (25 participants who took 6.6 minutes), and a speeding check—

measured as one-half the median time—was added to automatically terminate those who were 

determined not to have responded thoughtfully. 

Basic information was provided to study participants within an online survey portal and 

at the beginning of the survey itself, explaining the intent of the study and the rationale for 

collecting certain types of information.  Simple, step-by-step instructions were included 

explaining how to take the survey using a personal computing device or mobile device.  The 

survey was administered through mobile-friendly, online services to reduce the likelihood of 
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non-response bias.  Respondents were allowed to take as much time as necessary to complete the 

survey and to save progress and return at a later time to complete it using a secure digital 

identifier, so long as it was completed before the deadline.  Participants could complete the 

questions in any order desired but were informed that only complete responses would qualify for 

inclusion into the study.  A progress bar indicated to respondents approximately how much more 

time it might take to finish the survey and was included to encourage completion and improve 

response quality.  A “Complete” screen was displayed at the end of the form indicating all 

questions were answered.  All individual surveys were checked for completeness, outliers, and 

straight-line response patterns, and surveys with inconsistencies were eliminated from study 

inclusion.  

To maximize the return rate and mitigate any potential for confidentiality issues in the 

study, Qualtrics XM®, an independent, third-party company, was used to collect and de-identify 

all data prior to statistical analyses.  This company employs a direct distribution and collection 

method to avoid any within-organization intermediation that could bias results.  Results were 

sent to the author via .csv file format.  The data was converted to a Microsoft Excel file and 

imported into Microsoft SPSS for analyses.  Respondents were modestly compensated for 

participation in this study and in accordance with University of Wisconsin–Whitewater 

Institutional Review Board policies.  

The single categorical variable, gender, was coded in the following manner: 1 = Male, 0 

= Female.  All continuous variables (i.e., age, total number of years of work experience, and 

number of years at current job) were left untreated.  Multivariate linear regression was used to 

analyze the impact of the independent variables on the dependent variables and the influence of 

the moderating variable and any of the control variables on study results.  The model was 
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estimated with the expectation that all EI variables would load respectively on their hypothesized 

factors, with each factor allowed to correlate with the others (J. C. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) 

Results 

Summary of Support for Hypotheses 

All survey questions related to EI, ICB, and tightness–looseness were separately 

combined within SPSS into three unidimensional variables to test the hypothesized effects.  All 

study constructs and construct acronyms are found in Table 4.  Table 5 contains the correlation 

data for all key study constructs. 
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Table 4  

Construct Acronyms 

 

Acronym Construct Variable 

ICB Innovation Championing Behaviors (PII, NWB, PUA, TR) 

PII Pursuing Innovative Ideas (ICB: Items 5–7) 

NWB Network Building (ICB: Items 8–10) 

PUA Persisting Under Adversity (ICB: Items 11–13) 

TR Taking Responsibility (ICB: Items 14–16) 

EI Emotional Intelligence (SREIT: Items 17–49) 

CTL National Culture Tightness–Looseness (Items 50–56) 

EXP Years of Work Experience 

AGE Age 

GEN Gender 

JOB Years at Current Job 

EDU Education Level 

SEN Seniority Level 

IND Type of Industry 

 Note. SREIT = Self-report emotional intelligence test. 
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Table 5  

Correlation Data for All Key Study Constructs  

 Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

                  
         

1. Tightness-Looseness 4.76 1.00 1 0.65** 0.70** 0.13* 0.01 

2. Innovation Championing Behavior 5.58 1.25  1 0.82** 0.16* 0.01 

3. Emotional Intelligence 4.03 0.67   1 0.17* -0.02 

4. Age 35.07 8.16    1 -0.70 

5. Gender 0.49 0.50     1 

                  

 
* < 0.05, two-tailed.        

 
** < 0.01, two-tailed.        
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Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's test of sphericity were applied to all collected 

data, resulting in a 0.952 KMO measure for sampling adequacy at a significance < 0.001 

according to Bartlett’s test.  Accordingly, a principal component analysis (PCA) extraction 

method was adopted to analyze the data using a varimax rotation method.  Following Girden’s 

(2001) work, items with eigenvalues beneath the threshold of 1.00 were considered insufficiently 

stable for PCA.  The extracted communalities from PCA ranged from 0.439 to 0.731.  For clarity 

of the factor definitions, factor loadings less than 0.500 and items cross-loaded on two or more 

factors were not considered. The factor analysis yielded three factors in all for EI, explaining 

55.137% of the total variance within the correlation matrix.  Scree plot eigenvalues corresponded 

to these results, indicating a single factor for ICB, three factors for EI (UE, ER and AE), and one 

factor for tightness–looseness.  Internal consistency tests showed Cronbach’s alpha scores of 

0.957, 0.958, and 0.872 for ICB, EI, and tightness–looseness, respectively, indicating high 

reliability for all three measures used in this study.  The results of the regression analysis testing 

the main effects hypothesized between EI and ICB are summarized in Model 1 in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Model 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

Variables 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. β SE β 

 (Constant) -.384 .766  -.502 .617 

EI_UE .900 .129** .497 6.981 .000 

EI_ER .683 .128** .387 5.339 .000 

EI_AE -.083 .045 -.073 -1.838 .067 

Education .035 .059 .023 .597 .551 

Seniority .071 .046 .060 1.551 .122 

Gender .101 .090 .041 1.115 .266 

Age .007 .006 .045 1.142 .254 

Years at Current Employer .000 .003 .007 .181 .856 

Work Experience -.012 .006* -.082 -2.046 .042 

Industry Sector = Materials -.808 .719 -.143 -1.124 .262 

Industry Sector = Industrials -.683 .699 -.228 -.977 .329 

Industry Sector = Consumer 

Discretionary 

-.821 .707 -.192 -1.162 .247 

Industry Sector = Consumer 

Staples 

-.766 .733 -.118 -1.045 .297 

Industry Sector = Health 

Care 

-.631 .709 -.144 -.890 .374 

Industry Sector = Financials -.745 .705 -.205 -1.057 .292 

Industry Sector = 

Information Technology 

-.607 .696 -.236 -.872 .384 

Industry Sector = Utilities -.368 .773 -.038 -.477 .634 

Industry Sector = Real 

Estate 

-.355 .846 -.026 -.419 .676 

Note. Dependent Variable: Innovation Championing Behavior (composite score). EI_UE is the variable 

representing the subdimension of EI which is UE. EI_ER is the variable representing the sub-dimension of EI 

which is ER. EI_AE is the variable representing the subdimension of EI which is AE.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Despite criticism regarding the psychometric properties of the SREIT (e.g., Petrides & 

Furnham, 2000b) and theoretical examinations suggesting the SREIT be divided into four 

separate factors (i.e., optimism and mood regulation, appraisal of emotions, social skills, and 

utilization of emotions, e.g., Petrides & Furnham, 2001), no credible reliability or validity data 

exists to support the use of these subscales in empirical research (O’Connor et al., 2019). 

A subsequent attempt by Saklofske, Austin, and Minske (2003) to validate a multi-

factorial solution for the SREIT resulted in significant differences in the literature and was 

unable to validate the four-factor structure proposed by Petrides and Furnham (2000b), much less 

produce a solution similar to these authors.  Gignac, Palmer, Manocha, and Stough (2005) tested 

results from both Saklofske et al. (2003) and Petrides and Furnham (2000b), as well as their own 

model, which consisted of six factors; they were also unable to clearly demonstrate a multifactor 

solution for the SREIT.  Given the lack of convergence across multiple studies attempting to 

determine a multi-factorial solution to the SREIT that is more durable and reliable than existing 

evidence (Thomas, Cassady, & Heller, 2017), this study treated EI as a unidimensional construct 

and accordingly, used a single, composite EI score for its determination of EI’s collective effect 

on other study variables.  

Results from a preliminary analysis of the factors comprising the dependent variable, 

ICB, suggested little to no value in independent comparisons of EI to each of the ICB 

subconstructs found in A. Walter et al. (2011; i.e., PII, NWB, PUA, TR).  The authors’ factors 

did not hold up in this study population.  Extracted communalities from PCA ranged from 0.778 

to 0.846.  All survey items loaded on a single factor, which explained 67.9% of total variance 

within the correlation matrix, and no factor loadings lower than 0.801 were present.  Scree plot 

eigenvalues corresponding to these results also indicated the presence of just a single factor 
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(Total eigenvalue = 8.148).  Thus, ICB was treated as a unidimensional construct for all study 

purposes.  

An analysis of the relationship between the composite EI measure and ICB suggested a 

main effects relationship between the two constructs exists (β = 1.537, p < 0.001), indicating 

support for Hypothesis 1.  Following the results of the factor analysis performed on the EI data in 

this study, however, the independent effects of UE, ER, and AE on ICB were also studied.  Of 

these factors only UE (β = 0.900, p < 0.001) and ER (β = 0.683, p < 0.001) were significant.  The 

factor AE was marginally significant; however, it exhibited a negative effect on ICB.  Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1 was determined to be partially supported.  No support was found for Hypotheses 

1a–1d. 

To test Hypothesis 2, three different methods for assessing moderation were performed.  

In the first instance (Model 2), the composite tightness–looseness score for each individual 

respondent was treated as a continuous moderator and tested for interaction relative to the 

dependent variable, ICB, and each of the three EI factors, respectively (i.e., UE, ER, and AE).  

Results of this analysis are summarized in Table 7.  
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Table 7  

Model 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

 

Variables 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. β SE β 

 (Constant) -2.533 1.092  -2.320 .021 

EI_UE 1.685 .516** .931 3.266 .001 

EI_ER .472 .502 .267 .939 .349 

EI_AE -.450 .288 -.393 -1.562 .120 

Education .044 .058 .029 .754 .452 

Seniority .066 .045 .056 1.471 .143 

Gender .086 .088 .035 .970 .333 

Age .006 .006 .042 1.081 .281 

Years at Current Employer .001 .003 .017 .490 .624 

Work Experience -.011 .006 -.076 -1.915 .057 

Industry Sector = Materials -.287 .513 -.051 -.559 .577 

Industry Sector = Industrials -.223 .483 -.074 -.462 .644 

Industry Sector = Consumer 

Discretionary 

-.263 .500 -.061 -.527 .599 

Industry Sector = Consumer 

Staples 

-.208 .527 -.032 -.395 .693 

Industry Sector = Health 

Care 

-.233 .495 -.053 -.471 .638 

Industry Sector = Financials -.295 .487 -.081 -.605 .546 

Industry Sector = 

Information Technology 

-.149 .479 -.058 -.311 .756 

Industry Sector = Utilities -.241 .590 -.025 -.408 .684 

Industry Sector = Energy .471 .831 .025 .566 .572 

EI-UE x TL (Composite) -.210 .123 -1.047 -1.713 .088 

EI-ER x TL (Composite) .046 .119 .236 .390 .697 

EI-AE x TL (Composite) .072 .057 .420 1.271 .205 

TL (Composite) .555 .216* .429 2.565 .011 

Note. Dependent Variable: Innovation Championing Behavior (composite score). EI_UE is the variable 

representing the subdimension of EI which is UE. EI_ER is the variable representing the sub-dimension of EI 

which is ER. EI_AE is the variable representing the subdimension of EI which is AE. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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In the second instance (Model 3), the tightness–looseness scores from Gelfand et al.’s 

(2011) study corresponding to the culture which each respondent indicated he or most closely 

identified were inserted and used as a continuous moderator to test for interaction effects relative 

to the dependent variable, ICB, and each of the three EI factors.  Given that most of the 

population in current-day Germany resides in areas that were historically West Germany, the 

authors’ “Germany (former West)” tightness–looseness score (6.5) was used for all respondents 

who identified as German.  Respondent data were omitted from this analysis if there were no 

tightness–looseness scores available that corresponded to their stated national cultural identity 

(e.g., Canada, United Arab Emirates, Denmark, etc.).  Results of this analysis are summarized in 

Table 8. 
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Table 8  

Model 3: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Variables 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. β SE β 

 (Constant) -.483 .950  -.508 .612 

EI_UE 1.162 .306** .639 3.791 .000 

EI_ER .418 .313 .237 1.335 .183 

EI_AE -.182 .163 -.158 -1.119 .265 

Education .032 .065 .022 .499 .618 

Seniority .043 .052 .037 .837 .404 

Gender .050 .106 .020 .472 .637 

Age .007 .007 .047 1.057 .292 

Years at Current Employer .000 .003 -.004 -.088 .930 

Work Experience -.010 .006 -.070 -1.545 .124 

Industry Sector=Energy .395 .887 .022 .445 .657 

Industry Sector=Materials -.445 .543 -.085 -.820 .413 

Industry Sector=Industrials -.388 .514 -.124 -.755 .451 

Industry Sector=Consumer 

Discretionary 

-.405 .529 -.099 -.764 .446 

Industry Sector=Consumer 

Staples 

-.476 .561 -.075 -.848 .398 

Industry Sector=Health Care -.205 .528 -.047 -.388 .699 

Industry Sector=Financials -.421 .521 -.112 -.808 .420 

Industry Sector=Information 

Technology 

-.256 .509 -.101 -.503 .616 

Industry Sector=Utilities -.023 .624 -.003 -.037 .971 

EI-UE x TL (Gelfand) -.045 .042 -.552 -1.049 .296 

EI-ER x TL (Gelfand) .040 .043 .507 .933 .352 

EI-AE x TL (Gelfand) .010 .018 .126 .554 .580 

TL (Gelfand) .009 .096 .023 .090 .928 

Note. Dependent Variable: Innovation Championing Behavior (composite score). EI_UE is the variable 

representing the subdimension of EI which is UE. EI_ER is the variable representing the sub-dimension of EI 

which is ER. EI_AE is the variable representing the subdimension of EI which is AE. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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In the last instance (Model 4), respondent culture data were clustered into two groups: 

tight and loose cultures.  To do this, the average tightness–looseness score was calculated from 

all respondent data and individuals with composite tightness–looseness scores below this average 

were clustered into the loose culture group and those above into the tight culture group.  The 

resulting data were treated as a binary moderator and used to test for its interactions relative to 

the dependent variable, ICB, and each of the three EI factors.  The results of this analysis are 

summarized in Table 9. 
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Table 9  

Model 4: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Variables 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. β SE β 

 (Constant) -.604 .720  -.838 .403 

EI_UE .958 .177** .527 5.420 .000 

EI_ER .640 .174** .363 3.670 .000 

EI_AE -.158 .093 -.137 -1.702 .090 

Education .035 .064 .024 .540 .590 

Seniority .051 .051 .044 .999 .319 

Gender .068 .103 .028 .655 .513 

Age .008 .007 .051 1.143 .254 

Years at Current Employer .000 .003 -.005 -.117 .907 

Work Experience -.010 .006 -.068 -1.479 .141 

Industry Sector=Energy .359 .881 .020 .407 .684 

Industry Sector=Materials -.467 .544 -.089 -.858 .392 

Industry Sector=Industrials -.380 .515 -.121 -.738 .462 

Industry Sector=Consumer 

Discretionary 

-.400 .530 -.098 -.754 .452 

Industry Sector=Consumer 

Staples 

-.478 .563 -.075 -.848 .397 

Industry Sector=Health Care -.204 .529 -.047 -.385 .700 

Industry Sector=Financials -.408 .521 -.108 -.783 .435 

Industry Sector=Information 

Technology 

-.270 .509 -.107 -.530 .597 

Industry Sector=Utilities .012 .623 .001 .020 .984 

EI-UE x TL (Binary) -.211 .293 -.367 -.722 .471 

EI-ER x TL (Binary) .103 .293 .179 .351 .726 

EI-AE x TL (Binary) .097 .114 .153 .854 .394 

TL (Binary) .312 .669 .126 .467 .641 

Note. Dependent Variable: Innovation Championing Behavior (composite score). EI_UE is the variable 

representing the subdimension of EI which is UE. EI_ER is the variable representing the sub-dimension of EI 

which is ER. EI_AE is the variable representing the subdimension of EI which is AE. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Like ICB, PCA of the survey items relating to tightness–looseness also determined this 

variable to be unifactorial.  All survey items loaded on a single factor, explaining 61.023% of 

total variance within the correlation matrix.  No factor loadings lower than 0.543 were present.  

Scree plot eigenvalues corresponding to these results indicated the presence of only a single 

factor (Total eigenvalue = 3.661).  The models (2–4) in Tables 7, 8, and 9 present the results for 

the analysis testing the moderation effect that tightness–looseness was hypothesized to have on 

the relationship between EI and ICB.  Contrary to expectations, no significant effects from 

tightness–looseness on the UE–ICB (Model 2: β = -0.210, p = 0.088; Model 3: β = -0.045, p = 

0.296; Model 4: β = -0.211, p = 0.471), ER–ICB (Model 2: β = 0.406, p = 0.697; Model 3: β = 

0.040, p = 0.352; Model 4: β = 0.103, p = 0.726), and AE–ICB (Model 2: β = 0.072, p = 0.205; 

Model 3: β = 0.010, p = 0.580; Model 4: β = 0.097, p = 0.394) relationships were found to 

support a claim for EI–ICB moderation.  These results suggest that cultural tightness–looseness 

does not moderate the relationship between EI and ICB such that the relationship between EI and 

ICB is stronger in loose cultures and clearly indicate insufficient evidence to support Hypothesis 

2. 

In order to examine all of its potential effects on ICB, tightness–looseness was also 

included as a separate independent variable and estimated in each of the models discussed.  It did 

not demonstrate a statistically significant effect on ICB in Models 3 and 4.  Interestingly 

however, when tightness–looseness was included as a separate independent variable in Model 2, 

it had a highly significant effect on ICB (β = 0.555, p = 0.011).  This data suggests two 

noteworthy things: (a) tightness–looseness may indeed have a direct effect on ICB that is worth 

further theoretical and empirical analyses, especially as it concerns tightness–looseness’s 

influence relative to EI, and 2) given the direction of responses to survey items and the positive 
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coefficient of tightness–looseness, cultural tightness may have a stronger overall effect on ICB 

than cultural looseness.  

Linear regression analysis of all control variables showed that study controls, when 

combined, explained less than 7% of the variation in ICB (R2 = 0.68).  Of all control variables, 

only age had a significant effect (β = 0.182, p = 0.009) on ICB, with educational level exhibiting 

only marginal significance (β = 0.124, p = 0.066).  

Discussion 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate whether the relationship between EI 

and ICB exists.  Consistent with theoretical arguments presented herein, results showed support 

for a positive relationship between EI and ICB.  In providing empirical evidence to support this 

claim, this research significantly extends the extant literature on EI, champions, and ICB, 

meaningfully expanding understanding of the mechanisms underlying ICB.  Though several 

studies have related EI, champions, and ICB—particularly in regards to their contributions to 

other managerial constructs or organizational outcomes (e.g., leadership [Boyatzis & Soler, 

2012], entrepreneurial orientation [F. Walter et al., 2011], job performance [O’Boyle et al., 

2011], group effectiveness [Druskat & Wolff, 2001], etc.)—this is the first to specifically focus 

on and empirically test a dependent relationship between the two primary constructs and, in 

doing so, establish EI as a specific precursor to ICB.  

It is interesting that the ICB subconstructs determined by A. Walter et al. (2011; i.e., PII, 

NWB, PUA, TR) were not observed in this study.  Various methodological considerations such 

as sampling methods, the geographic locations of participants (i.e., primarily Germany for A. 

Walter et al. [2011] vs. a global population for this study), industry differences (i.e., academia 
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only vs. a wide range of industries), role responsibilities, and even differences in the statistical 

methods used to examine study data could explain why the studies exhibited different factor 

solutions.  However, given the tendency for scale factor structures to significantly vary in 

different cultural contexts (Chan et al., 2015; Kwapil, Ros-Morente, Silvia, & Barrantes-Vidal, 

2012) the differences could very well be accounted for by the differences in the respective 

cultures of study participants alone.  

Empirical results notwithstanding, this study makes original theoretical contributions to 

the literature on champions—and by extension, championing behavior—that are also worth 

noting.  Much of the existing literature on champions and championing behavior has been 

oriented around explorations of individual-level attributes of champions that describe their 

personal characteristics (e.g., Howell, 2005; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b), role 

responsibilities (e.g., S. K. Markham & Griffin, 1998; Hendy & Barlow, 2012), and the strategies 

they employ to promote innovations (e.g., S. K. Markham & Aiman-Smith, 2001).  However, 

this study is unique in its inclusion and dependence upon the resource-based view to explain 

championing as simultaneously a resource acquisition and resource creating endeavor that arises 

from the contingent social and human capital factors at play across the entire organization and 

not just limited to the actions of a lone champion.  In so doing, it both broadens the definition of 

championing and expands opportunities to apply existing theory in other meaningful ways.   

Empirical analyses did not support the prediction that tightness–looseness would 

moderate the EI–ICB relationship.  This is surprising, given recent evidence demonstrating the 

effects that tightness–looseness has on emotion processing (see P. Liu, Chan, Qiu, Tov, & Tong, 

2018) and the corresponding function that emotion processing has in mediating individual EI and 

behavioral choices (Quebbeman & Rozell, 2002).  Despite the lack of empirical evidence linking 
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tightness–looseness, EI, and ICB, however, the related arguments herein are nonetheless 

valuable.  To date, there has been no effort to establish a unifying framework within which to 

examine the specific relationships between these constructs in management literature.  Given the 

contingencies between emotional processing, emotion interpretation, and emotion expression and 

individual behavior (Phelps & LeDoux, 2005) and the relevance of tightness–looseness to the 

latter in determining which behavioral choices to express in certain sociocultural contexts, it is 

reasonable to expect a relationship exists between these constructs that remains undefined.  This 

paper provides a useful framework for future explorations along these lines.  

Managerial Implications 

Though only partial support for a main effect relationship between the two primary study 

variables was found, the findings herein have significant managerial implications and reinforce 

the importance of looking beyond traditional indicators of employee value and potential, such as 

IQ, education, experience, tenure, seniority, and domain-level expertise, among many others.  

This author does not suggest a similarly myopic approach that would place EI above all else.  

Rather, the findings herein underscore the relevance and potentially significant role EI plays in 

determining and realizing championing potential.  The results give managers meaningful, 

actionable, and directional information about ways to develop champions in real-world 

organizational settings.  Furthermore, they can potentially serve as the basis for identifying and 

assessing championing potential in candidates with whom they have no prior knowledge or 

experience, which is especially important given the lack of reliable tools to do so in practice 

currently.  It also is important to note that the intent of this study was not to promote pass–fail 

use of EI as a hiring and development tool but instead as another way to facilitate relative 

comparisons of championing potential in groups of individuals with unknown ability.   



EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE AND CHAMPIONING BEHAVIOR  

96 

 

Limitations 

This study has a few notable exceptions that will need to be addressed in future research 

on the same topic.  First, although respondents from many different countries were included in 

this sample, all were English-speaking participants.  In addition to potentially inducing semantic 

equivalency errors related to differences in the interpretation of study questions across 

geographic and cultural lines, it is quite possible that the English-only format of this survey 

introduced a cultural bias itself that muted or negated the effects of respondents’ native cultural 

values and orientation and changed study results as it related to tightness–looseness moderation 

(Flaskerud, 2012).  A forward and backward translation survey method could help to 

significantly mitigate these effects in future studies (Douglas & Craig, 2007). 

Second, the use of a self-rater scale creates potentially statistically significant self-rater 

bias issues.  This applies to both the dependent variable measure (ICB) and the independent 

variable measure (SREIT) as well.  Self-report EI survey methods are often used to assess 

individual EI, however they have several notable drawbacks.  Self-report EI measures tend to 

reflect an individual’s perceived performance rather than his or her actual performance in 

workplace scenarios (Libbrecht, Lievens, & Schollaert, 2010).  Furthermore, empirical research 

has generally found weak correlations between perceived ability and actual ability (e.g., Davies, 

Stankov, & Roberts, 1998) and indicated that positive results on self-report EI measures can be 

easily faked (A. L. Day & Carroll, 2008).  Though more costly and potentially difficult to 

implement, a 360-degree survey tool might be helpful in triangulating responses that more 

closely reflect individual attributes related to study constructs and provide incremental insights 

worth the additional time and expense for the validity and bias issues it resolves. 
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The concern with using EI as an independent variable with which to examine 

championing behavior is that some second order EI constructs can produce study responses 

similar to cultural and social intelligences (two other proximal forms of intelligence distinct from 

rational intelligence), especially in situations requiring cultural adaptation, judgment, decision 

making, and task performance (Ang et al., 2007).  This introduces the possibility of endogeneity 

within this study from three possible sources.  On one hand, there could be an increased chance 

of measurement error from questions that have not yet been empirically tested to discriminate 

between cultural, social, and emotional intelligences.  Additionally, there is a risk of omitted 

variable bias originating from the as-of-yet unstudied effects of social and cultural intelligences 

on championing behavior, which were not accounted for in this study.  Their influence could 

likely be subsumed by the effects of EI.  

Last, there is a risk of endogeneity from simultaneity, as it is conceivable that several 

elements of culture, as they relate to tightness–looseness—the moderating variable in this 

model—and some second-order constructs within the concept of EI could co-determine each 

other.  It is also quite possible that the effects of tightness–looseness were subsumed by other, 

more dominant cultural influences in this instance (e.g., organizational culture).  Given the 

possibility that other elements of culture could significantly influence this relationship, additional 

control variables should be considered in future research (Ullah, Zaefarian & Ullah, 2020). 

Future Research 

To better understand the drivers of innovation-promoting behaviors within organizations, 

future research should concentrate on expanding theoretical arguments and the body of empirical 

evidence examining other constructs that potentially moderate or mediate the relationship 

between employees’ emotional competencies and their championing behaviors.  Additional 
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examinations should also consider the possibility of a moderated mediation model as it relates to 

EI, ICB, and tightness–looseness.  The theoretical arguments laid out in this study provide a solid 

foundation upon which to develop this research, particularly in the OB and SHRM domains.  Its 

exploration of EI as a tool related to the development of human capital in champions serves as 

useful context for future academic research focused on the development of suitable training 

programs that have many practical applications in real world scenarios.  

Organizations must continue adapting to the ever-changing demands of an increasingly 

globalized economy and a workforce no longer constrained by borders and distance, which 

makes the selection of champions with the competencies that translate to unfamiliar situations 

more important than ever.  It is evident that EI plays a significant, positive role in determining 

the behavior of individuals in these situations.  However, this interaction does not happen in 

isolation as far as culture is concerned.  Future research explorations would benefit from further 

theorizing to determine which parts of culture specifically affect EI and behavioral expression, 

how this mechanism works, and how much of one’s cultural identity and values account for work 

behaviors in the context of innovation promotion.  Taken together, the integration of EI, ICB, 

and tightness–looseness into a unified research stream constitutes an exciting frontier for theory, 

research, and practice. 
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Appendix 

Study Measures 

Screening Questions 

1. Do you meet the minimum age requirement to be considered an adult according to the 

laws of the country in which you currently reside? 

2. Are you currently working full-time? 

3. Are you involved in the innovation efforts of your organization? 

4. Please identify general geographic region in which you live: 

a. North America 

b. Europe 

c. Central America, South America 

d. Asia, Central Asia, Southeast Asia 

e. India 

f. Middle East 

 

Control Variables Measures 

1. Please indicate your gender (i.e., male or female) 

2. Please indicate your age (i.e., a numeric value, for example: “45” for 45 years old) 

3. Please indicate your education level:2 

a. ≤ High school/Secondary education 

b. Some college/university study 

c. College/university degree 

d. Post-college/post-university degree 

4. Please indicate your total number of years of overall work experience (i.e., a numeric 

value, for example: “15” for 15 years work experience) 

 
2 Adapted from “Factors Predicting the Use of Technology: Findings from the Center for Research and 

Education on Aging and Technology Enhancement (CREATE)” by S. Czaja, N. Charness, A. Fisk, C. 

Hertzog, S. Nair, W. Rogers and J. Sharit, 2006, Psychology and Aging, 21(2), p. 333. 
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5. Please indicate the number of years at your current employer (i.e., a numeric value, for 

example: “5” for 5 years working at your current employer) 

6. Please indicate your level of seniority within your organization:3 

a. Entry level worker/clerk 

b. First level manager 

c. Second level manager 

d. Senior manager 

7. Please select the industry in which you currently work from the list:4 

Aerospace & Defense    Distributors 

Air Freight & Logistics    Diversified Consumer Services 

Airlines      Diversified Financial Services 

Auto Components     Diversified Telecommunication Services 

Automobiles     Electric Utilities 

Banks      Electrical Equipment 

Beverages     Electronic Equipment, Instruments & Components 

Biotechnology     Energy Equipment & Services 

Building Products     Equity Real Estate Investment Trusts (“REITs”) 

Capital Markets     Food & Staples Retailing 

Chemicals     Food Products 

Commercial Services & Supplies   Gas Utilities 

Communications Equipment    Health Care Equipment & Supplies 

Construction & Engineering    Health Care Providers & Services 

Construction Materials    Health Care Technology 

Consumer Finance     Hotels, Restaurants & Leisure 

Containers & Packaging    Household Durables 

Household Products     Personal Products 

Independent Power and Renewable Electricity Producers Pharmaceuticals 

Industrial Conglomerates    Professional Services 

Insurance      Real Estate Management & Development 

Internet & Direct Marketing Retail   Road & Rail 

IT Services     Semiconductors & Semiconductor Equipment 

Leisure Products     Software 

Life Sciences Tools & Services   Specialty Retail 

 
3 Adapted from “The Effect of Leadership Styles, Rank, and Seniority on Affective Organizational 

Commitment” by G. Hong, Y. Cho, F. Froese, and M. Shin, 2016, Cross Cultural & Strategic 

Management, 23(2), pp. 340–362. 

4 Adapted from The Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS®), available at: 

https://www.msci.com/gics  
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Machinery     Technology Hardware, Storage & Peripherals 

Marine      Textiles, Apparel & Luxury Goods 

Metals & Mining      Thrifts & Mortgage Finance 

Mortgage Real Estate Investment Trusts (“REITs”) Tobacco 

Multiline Retail     Trading Companies & Distributors 

Multi-Utilities     Transportation Infrastructure 

Oil, Gas & Consumable Fuels   Water Utilities 

Paper & Forest Products    Wireless Telecommunication Services 

 

Innovation Championing Behavior Measures5 

The following questions concern your work behaviors related to the innovation efforts of your 

organization.  To what extent do the following statements apply to your person? (1 = statement 

does not apply at all, 7 = statement applies completely) 

Pursuing Innovative Ideas 

8. I always seek ideas for innovations.  

9. I push change with innovative ideas. 

10. I take innovative ideas directly to potential customers. 

Network Building 

11. I make use of my personal relationships. 

12. I continually improve my network of personal relationships. 

13. I cultivate my relationships with customers and other partners. 

Persisting Under Adversity 

14. I create potentials to realize my goals.  

15. I make use of all available means to solve arising problems. 

16. I pursue my goals despite setbacks and obstacles. 

 
5 Adapted from “Championship Behaviors and Innovations Success: An Empirical Investigation 

of University Spin-Offs” by A. Walter, K. P. Parboteeah, F. Riesenhuber, and M. Hoegl, 2011, 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 28(4), p. 598. 
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Taking Responsibility 

17. I am prepared to deal with the consequences of failures. 

18. I take responsibility for costs.  

19. I take responsibility for products or services. 

Emotional Intelligence Measures6 

The following questions concern how you perceive, process, and manage your emotions.  To 

what extent do the following statements apply to your person? (1 = statement does not apply at 

all, 5 = statement applies completely) 

20. I know when to speak about my personal problems to others. 

21. When I am faced with obstacles, I remember times I faced similar obstacles and 

overcame them. 

22. I expect that I will do well on most things I try. 

23. Other people find it easy to confide in me. 

24. I find it hard to understand the non-verbal messages of other people.* 

25. Some of the major events of my life have led me to re-evaluate what is important and not 

important. 

26. When my mood changes, I see new possibilities. 

27. Emotions are one of the things that make my life worth living. 

28. I am aware of my emotions as I experience them. 

29. I expect good things to happen. 

30. I like to share my emotions with others. 

31. When I experience a positive emotion, I know how to make it last. 

32. I arrange events others enjoy. 

33. I seek out activities that make me happy. 

34. I am aware of the non-verbal messages I send to others. 

35. I present myself in a way that makes a good impression on others. 

 
6 Adapted from “Development and Validation of a Measure of Emotional Intelligence” by N. Schutte, J. 

Malouff, L. Hall, D. Haggerty, J. C. C. Golden, and L. Dornheim, 1998, Personality and Individual 

Differences, 25(2), p. 172. 
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36. When I am in a positive mood, solving problems is easy for me. 

37. By looking at their facial expressions, I recognize the emotions people are experiencing. 

38. I know why my emotions change. 

39. When I am in a positive mood, I am able to come up with new ideas. 

40. I have control over my emotions. 

41. I easily recognize my emotions as I experience them. 

42. I motivate myself by imagining a good outcome to tasks I take on. 

43. I compliment others when they have done something well. 

44. I am aware of the non-verbal messages other people send. 

45. When another person tells me about an important event in his or her life, I almost feel as 

though I have experienced this event myself. 

46. When I feel a change in emotions, I tend to come up with new ideas. 

47. When I am faced with a challenge, I give up because I believe I will fail.* 

48. I know what other people are feeling just by looking at them. 

49. I help other people feel better when they are down. 

50. I use good moods to help myself keep trying in the face of obstacles. 

51. I can tell how people are feeling by listening to the tone of their voice. 

52. It is difficult for me to understand why people feel the way they do.* 

*These items are reverse scored. 

Cultural Tightness-Looseness Measures7 

53. What is your nationality? 

Afghanistan   Austria   Bhutan   Cameroon 

Albania    Azerbaijan  Bolivia   Canada 

Algeria    Bahamas   Bosnia & Herzegovina Cape Verde 

Andorra    Bahrain   Botswana   Cayman Islands 

Angola    Bangladesh  Brazil   Central African Republic 

Anguilla    Barbados   Brunei   Chad 

Antigua and Barbuda  Belarus   Bulgaria   Chile 

Argentina   Belgium   Burkina Faso  China 

Armenia    Belize   Burma   Colombia 

 
7 Adapted from “Differences Between Tight and Loose Cultures: A 33-Nation Study” by M. Gelfand, M. 

J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., ... & Aycan, Z, 2011, Science, 332(6033, 

Supplement p. 2), pp. 1100–1104. Note: The authors permit free use of the scale for research and clinical 

purposes. 
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Aruba    Benin   Burundi   Comoros 

Australia    Bermuda   Cambodia  Congo 

 Costa Rica  Iraq   Namibia   Slovakia 

 Croatia   Ireland   Nauru   Slovenia 

Cuba   Israel   Nepal   Solomon Islands 

Cyprus   Italy   Netherlands  Somalia 

Czech Republic  Ivory Coast  New Zealand  South Africa 

Denmark   Jamaica   Nicaragua  South Sudan 

Djibouti   Japan   Niger   Spain 

Dominican Republic Jordan   Nigeria   Sri Lanka 

 East Timor  Kazakhstan  North Korea  Sudan 

Ecuador   Kenya   North Macedonia  Suriname 

Egypt   Kiribati   Norway   Swaziland 

Equatorial Guinea  Kosovo   Oman   Sweden 

Eritrea   Kuwait   Pakistan   Switzerland 

Estonia   Kyrgyzstan  Palau   Syria 

Ethiopia   Laos   Palestine   Taiwan 

Faroe Islands  Latvia   Panama   Tajikistan 

Fiji   Lebanon   Papua New Guinea  Tanzania 

Finland   Lesotho   Paraguay   Thailand 

France   Liberia   Peru   Tibet 

Gabon   Libya   Philippines  Togo 

Gambia   Liechtenstein  Poland   Tokelau 

Georgia   Lithuania   Portugal   Tonga 

Germany   Luxembourg  Qatar   Trinidad and Tobago 

Ghana   Madagascar  Romania   Tunisia 

Greece   Malawi   Russia   Turkey 

Greenland  Malaysia   Rwanda   Turkmenistan 

Grenada   Maldives   Saint Kitts and Nevis Tuvalu 

Guatemala  Mali   Saint Lucia  Uganda 

Guinea   Malta   Saint Martin  Ukraine 

Guinea-Bissau  Mauritania  St. Vincent & the Grenadines United Arab Emirates 

Guyana   Mauritius   Samoa   United Kingdom 

Haiti   Mexico   San Marino  United States 

Honduras   Micronesia  São Tomé and Príncipe Uruguay 

Hong Kong  Moldova   Saudi Arabia  Uzbekistan 

 Hungary   Monaco   Senegal   Vanuatu 

 Iceland   Mongolia   Serbia   Venezuela 

 India   Montenegro  Seychelles  Vietnam 

 Indonesia   Morocco   Sierra Leone  Yemen 

 Iran   Mozambique  Singapore  Zambia 

          Zimbabwe 
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54. Which national culture do you identify with the most?  (If it is the same as in the question 

above, select the same response.  If it is different from the nationality you identified in 

the previous question, select the closest response)  

 

(The same options listed in question #53 were offered to respondents) 

 

The following statements refer to the national culture you identified above that you most 

closely identify with as a whole.  Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the 

following statements using the following scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).  

Note that the statements sometimes refer to "social norms,” which are standards for behavior 

that are generally unwritten.  

55. There are many social norms that people are supposed to abide by in this country. 

56. In this country, there are very clear expectations for how people should act in most 

situations. 

57. People agree upon what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in most situations 

this country. 

58. People in this country have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to behave 

in most situations. (Reverse coded) 

59. In this country, if someone acts in an inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove. 

60. People in this country almost always comply with social norms. 
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